History of the Interstate System in Indiana: Volume 4 -  Chapters VII and VIII: Cost, Funding and General Benefits by Ripple, David Alan




HISTORY OF THE INTERSTATE
SYSTEM IN INDIANA









Digitized by the Internet Archive
in 2011 with funding from
LYRASIS members and Sloan Foundation; Indiana Department of Transportation
http://www.archive.org/details/historyofinterstOOripp
Final Report
HISTORY OF THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM IN INDIANA
TO: J. F. McLaughlin, Director December 1, 1975
Joint Highway Research Project
Project: C-36-64H
FROM: H. L. Michael, Associate Director
Joint Highway Research Project File: 3-5-8
Attached is the Final Peport titled "History of the
Interstate System in Indiana", authored by David A. Ripple
a Graduate Instructor on our staff while conducting the research
and authoring the Report, Professor IV. L. Grecco, formerly of
our staff, directed the study during its initial year and
Professor Michael supervised it during the latter years and
handled the lengthy review process. The Report has been re-
viewed by several personnel of the ISHC, including Mr. V.'alter
Frick, and changes suggested by them have generally been made
and are sincerely appreciated.
The History covers the period from the late 1930 's through
1972. The Interstate System was not yet complete in 1972 and
the period after 1972 is not reported herein. Perhaps it will
be at a later date after the System is completed.
The Report is voluminous and therefore is issued in
four (4) volumes as follows:
Volume I - Development of rlie National Program
(Chapters I thru IV)
Volume II - Evolution of Policies and Standards
(Chapter V)
Volume III - Route History
(Chapter VI)'
Volume IV - Cost, Funding and General Benefits
(Chapters VII and VIII)
Another volume as an Appendix which is a detailed Table
titled "Interstate Highv.-ay Construction Record" is also in
preparation and will be issued at a later date. A brief
summary of the entire history is also in preparation.
Each of the Volumes covers a part of the History and
may be used separately as each is complete for the topic or
topics covered. The entire set of four volumes provides an
excellent in-depth reference document of the Interstate System
history in Indiana and should be extremely valuable for many
purposes. To my knov;ledge Indiana is the first state to






cc w. L. Dolch M. L. Hayes C. F. Scholer
R. L. Eskew G. A. Leonards M. B. Scott
G. D. Gibson C. W. Lovell K. C. Sinha
W. H. Goetz R. F. Marsh L. E. Wood
M. J. Gutzwiller R. D. Miles E. J. Yoder
G. K. Hallock P. L. Owens S. R. Yoder
D. E. Hancher G. T. Satterly
Final Report
HISTORY OF THE INTERSTATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM IN INDIANA
Volume IV (Chapters VII and VIII)
COST, FUNDING AND GENERAL BENEFITS
by
David Alan Ripple
Graduate Instructor in Research
Joint Highway Research Project
Project No. : C-36-64H
File No. : 3-5-8




Indiana State Highway Commission
The contents of this Report reflect the views of the author who
is responsible for the facts and the accuracy of the data
presented herein. The contents do not necessarily reflect the
official viev;s or policies of the Indiana State Highway






This dissertation is dedicated to those wlio conceived
an interregional system of superhighways and to tliose who
brought this concept into reality.
Ill
ACKNOWLEDGRMENTS
With a deep sense of gratitude, the author wishes to
personally thank Dr. William L. Grecco, Head of tlie Depart-
ment of Civil Engineering at the University of Tennessee,
for his counsel in developing the work program for this
study and in implementing the first critical phases of the
study. He has kindled my continued interest in urban and
transportation planning and our association was an unforget-
able intellectual experience.
Tlic ultimate task of reviewing this report fell to
Professor Harold L. Michael, Head of the Urban and Transpor-
tation Engineering Department at Purdue University, who
succeeded Dr. Grecco as major professor. During the compiling
of the report, his guidance and constructive criticism were
invaluable .
Tlie participation of Dr. Gilbert T. Satterly, Jr., of
tlie Urban and Transportation Engineering Department, Dr.
Harvey H. Marshall, Jr., of the Department of Sociology, and
Dr. David H. Root of the Department of Statistics in the re-
vieiv and critique of this research was most welcome.
The open cooperation of the Indiana State Highway
Commission personnel in providing access to their files, in
compiling data for portions of the report and in supplying
information in extensive interviews was responsible to a
large degree for the success of the research. The coopera-
tion of the Indiana Division Office of the Federal Highway
Administration and many otlier transportation related agencies




The autlior also owes a debt of gratitude to the
secretaries of the Joint Highway Research Project office
who typed this report, the draft persons who constructed
the illustrations, and his fellow students wlio offered
encouragement and support for this research.
Not least, I acknowledge the unrepayable del', to
Melinda, my wife, for reviewing the rough drafts of this
report as well as providing continual moral support.
TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
LIST OF TABLES xvi
LIST OF FIGURES xix
ABSTRACT xxvii
CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION 1
CHAPTER II - THE NEED FOR AN INTERSTATE HIGHWAY
SYSTEM AND INTERSTATE SYSTEM GOALS 7
The Traditional Role of Transportation 7
Early Governincntal Involvement in
Transportation 9
Governmental Involvement in Highway-
Transportation on a Continuous Basis. ... 12
The Need Arises 13
Goals 14
Notes 17
CHAPTER III - DEVELOPING A PROGRAM 18
Toll Roads and Free Roads 19
The Future of Indiana Roads 23
Hij^hvs'ay Needs for National Defense 24
Planning tlie Interregional Highway System. ... 25
Interregional Highways 27
Background for Study 29
The Recommended Interregional Highway
System 31
Selection of Routes for the Inter-
regional System 35
Route Selection in Urban Areas 40
Access Limitation 41
Acquisition of Riglits-of -V.'ay 42
Design of the Interregional System 43
Constructing the Interregional System ... 44
Financing tlie Interregional System 45
Conclusion 50
VI
TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)
Page
The First Completion Cost Estimate 51
Status of Interstate Improvement 53
Correcting the Deficiencies 56
Retrospect 58
More Studies 59
The National Highway Study 59
DuPont's Informal Advisory Committee .... 60
Needs of the Highways from 1955 to 1984 61
Highway Inadequacy 62
Highway Improvement Estimate 64
Construction Needs for the First Ten
Years 65
Construction Needs for the Next
Twenty Years 68
Construction Expenditure 69
Maintenance and Administrative Needs
and Expenditures 71
Total Needs and Expenditures 72
Highway Improvement Financing 72
Conclusion 75
The National Highway Program Study 76
Program Recommendations 78
Inadequacy of the Present Highway Network. . 80
Cost of Modernization 81
Financing the National Highway Program ... 84




CHAPTER IV - THE PROGRAM AND ITS EVOLUTION 94
Construction Time 95
Manpower 97
Material and Equipment 98
Financing in General 98
Federal Highway Trust Fund 98
Highway Acts 100
Apportionment of Funds 101
Federal Share 104
Use of Funds 104
Interstate Use Restrictions 105
Administrative Policy 106
Right-of-V.'ay Acquisition 107
Inclusion of Toll Roads in the
Interstate System 108
Vll





Indiana Motor Vehicle Fund Ill
Notes 113
CHAPTER V - EVOLUTION OF POLICIES AND STANDARDS. ... 114
Planning 116
Criteria for Corridor Selection and
Mileage Designation 116
Route Location Procedure 122
Location Criteria 122
Indiana's Route Location Process. . . . 127
Evolution of the Route Alternative
Evaluation Process 132
Criteria Used to Evaluate Alternatives. 132
Evaluation of Economic Analysis
Techniques 134
Evolution of the Decision-Making Process . . 138
Overview of the Decision Making
Process 138
The Decision-Making Process in Indiana. 140
Evolution of the Review Process 141
Public Participation and the Public
Hearing Process 144
Notice Offering Public Hearing . . 147
Notice of Public Hearing 149
Conduct of Hearing 151
Action on Transcript 154
Notice of Request for Approval . . 155
Notice of Project Approval .... 156
Other Changes in the Review Process . . 157
A-95 Review - Project Notification
and Review System 161
Design 167
Evolution of Design Standards 167
Influence of Forerunners on
Interstate Design 174
Interstate Design Standards 176
Change in the Design Year 177
Minimum Four-Lane Requirement 178
Evolution of Pavement Design 179
Safety in Design 183
Safety Provisions for Roadside
Features and Appertenances . . 184
Vlll
TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)
Page
Evolution of the Interstate
System Cross Section 188
Evolution of Bridge Design .... 196
Traffic Control and Protection
Devices 210
Considerations in Grade Treatment . . . 211
Evaluation of Design Alternatives . . . 213
Evolution of the Interchange 214





Selection of Interchange Type 227
Interchange Design and Special
Considerations 236
Other Design Features 238
Evolution of the Separation 238
Evolution of Road Closure 241
Evolution of the Frontage Road 242
Utilization of Collector-Distributor
Roads 243
Federal and State Policy As It Affects
Design 244
Policies on Grade Separated Crossroads
Without Ramps 244
Policies on Interchanges 255
Policies on Other Roads 257
Policies on Additional Through Lane . . 260
Policies on Safety Improvements .... 262
Policy on Abandonment and Revision
of Plans 266
Federal Aid Financing on Completed
Sections of the Interstate System. 268
Flexibility in Design ' . . . 269
The Role of Traffic Engineering in Inter-
state Design 270
Other Functional Areas 272
New Concepts 272
Joint Development 273
Multiple Use Development 275
Environmental Emphasis 277
The Environmental Impact Statement
and the 4(f) Statement
Processes 283
Content of Environmental Impact
Statement 288
IX






Evolution o£ Landscape Design 294
Landscaping and Scenic Enhancement. . . 296
Safety Rest Parks 299
Scenic Overlooks . 302
Scenic Strips 302
Control of Outdoor Advertising 303
Control of Junkyards 307
Land Acquisition 308
Evolution of the Land Acquisition
Process 309
The Practice of Land Acquisition. . . . 312
Access Control 315
Advance Land Acquisition 316
Overview of Advanced Land
Acquisition 317




General Relocation Policies and
Procedures 326
Evolution of Relocation Process .... 333
Compensation for Losses 334
Losses Due to Direct Displacement. 335
Losses Due to Uncertainty or
Delay 340
Indirect Losses in Surrounding
Areas 341
Cooperation with Other Agencies .... 342
Utilities Relocation 342
Utility Relocation Procedures 343
Utility Accommodation Policies 345
Specifications, Contracts and Bidding. . . . 347
Specifications 349
Contract Proposal 350












Construction Policies and Procedures. 355
Evolution of Construction Technology. 357
>'aintenance 358
Interstate System Construction Priorities '. '. '. 360^°^" 362
CHAPTER VI - ROUTE HISTORY 37^
Prelude '
. . . 37?
Early Highway Acts !.'.*!! 372
Designation of Interstate Mileage. . . . . 375
A Tine of Study and Little Construction. . 379
The Interstate Program 382
Formulation of the^ Indiana Interstate'
System 354
indianapolis f!etropolitan Area Interstates. . . 385
Background of the Indianapolis Interstates 387




Comparison of the Revised Route
with a Route Farther East . 394
Woolen's Gardens 396
Fall Creek Road and Fall
Creek Parkv.'ay 399
Interchange of Interstate 465
and Interstate 70 400
North Leg 401





Interchanges . . . • 416
Lake Shore Golf Course 417




South Route 42 7
East Route 432
Northwest Route 433
Additions and Alternatives to the
Recommended Inner City Inter-





TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)
Page
Interstate Type West Leg
for the Inner Belt 449
Supplemental Freeways 452
Design of the Inner City Interstate
Freeway System 459
Depressed Versus Elevated. . . . 459
Inner Belt Design 461
North Leg Inner Belt Design. . . 463
Northeast Inner Belt ^'aster
Interchange 467
East Leg Inner Belt Design . . . 468
Southeast Inner Belt ^!aster
Interchange 471
South Leg Inner Belt Design. . . 472
West Leg Inner Belt Design . . . 473
West Route Design 473
South Route Design 475
East Route Design 476




Indianapolis Metropolitan Area Interstates
Outside Interstate 465 488
Southnort Road Controversy 488
Separation of 82nd and 86th Streets
on Interstate 65 North 494
86th Street Separation on Interstate
69 496
Bridgeport Road Separation on
Interstate 70 West 496
Interstate 70 East in Marion County . 497
Interstate 74 Interchange at
Clermont 498
Interstate Route 64 500
Shifting Corridors 502
Original Location Proponents 503
Southern Route I'roponents 504
Comparison of Route Alternatives. . . 505
Population Density 505
Population and Economic Growth . 507
Service to Evansville and
Crane Naval Depot 507
User Benefits. . . '. 508
Construction Cost 509
Resolution of Events 509
Southern Route Location Studies . . . 511
Xll
TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)
Page
Lynville Location Study 512
Alternative Location Study from
SR 57 to SR 45 512
Alternatives in the SR 61 Inter-
change Area 516
Alternatives near Warrick County
Road 6 00 West 518
Location Alternatives Between State Road
145 and State Road 64 518
Location of Interstate 64 in New Albany. . 521
Early Location Studies 521
Reevaluation of the New Albany
Location 525
Additional Interchanges 528
Interstate Route 65 529
Jef fersonville .* 530
Interstate 65 Location Studies from
Jeffersonville to Indianapolis. . . . 533
Alternatives from Jeffersonville to
Seymour 533
Alternatives from Seymour to
Indianapolis 534
Interstate 65 South: Special Requests . . 542




State Road 44 Interchange 551
Interchange 65 Location Studies from
Indianapolis to Gary 553
Swanington to Gary Location Study . . 553
Lafayette 554
V/ildcat Creek Reservoir 566
Interstate 65 North: Special Requests . . 571






Additional Service in Gary 579
Interstate Route 69 582
Shift of Corridor: West of Anderson to
East of Anderson 582
Shift of Interstate 69 from a Junction
with Interstate 70 to a Junction
with Interstate 465 588
}
Xlll
TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)
Page
Huntington and the Huntington Reservoir. . 594
Fort Wayne Relocation 598
Extension of Interstate 69 599








Interstate Route 70 . 621
Interstate 70 East 621
Richmond Bypass 621
Location of Interstate 70 in Central
Indiana 623
Special Cases and Route Service . . . 627
Henry County 629
Wayne County 630
Interstate 70 West . 632
Terre Haute Bypass 632
Strip Mining Conflicts 636
Interstate 70 in Central Indiana. . . 639




Interstate l^oute 74 648





Shelby County'. . . j 651







Tri- State Highv/ay 664
Lake County 667
Grand Boulevard Separation 667
Central Avenue Interchange 671
SR 51 Interchange 671
Commitments bv Garv 672
XIV




Alternate Location South of Indiana
Toll Road 676
Samuelson Road Separation 676
Separation Requests 681
SR 149 Interchange Request 684
Chesterton 684
LaPorte County 687
Wagner Road Interchange 687
Grade Separation Requests 689
Additional Traffic Lanes 691




Interstate Route 265 697
Location Studies 698
Route Service 701
SR 111 Interchange 701
Extension of Interstate 265 702
Louisville Transportation Study . . . 703
Interstate Route 275 703
Location Studies 704
Route Service 712
Interstate System Addition? in 1968 712
Request for Additions 714
Northeast Freeway in Indianapolis . . 715
Interstate 63 716
Interstate 294 Extension 718
Interstate 164 720
Interstate 465 West Leg Extension . . 724
Notes 725




Urban Bypasses and Critical Gaps 738
System Extension 742
Completing the System 748
Costs ' 754
Interstate Cost Estimate Studies 754
1958 Cost Estimate 757
1961 Cost Estimate 757
1965 Cost Estimate 761
1968 Cost Estimate 762
1970 Cost Estimate 762
1972 Cost Estimate 764
Additional Cost E.stimate 764
XV
TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)
Page
Evolution of Costs 765
Analysis of Increase from 1949 to
1955 765
Analysis of Increase from 1955 to
1958 768
Cost Analysis from 1958 to 1961 . . . 769
Analysis of Increase from 1961 to
1965 770
Analysis of Increase from 1965 to
1968 773
Analysis of Increase from 1968 to
1970 776
Analysis of Increase from 1970 to
1972 778
Future Increases in tlie Total Cost
of the System 781
Actual Costs 782
Funding 786
Authorizations and Apportionments 786
Federal Highway Act of 1958 ...... 788
Federal Highway Act of 19 59 . .' . . . 788
Federal Highway Act of 1961 791
Federal Higliwav Act of 1965 792
Federal Highway Act of 1966 792
Federal Highway Act of 1968 792
Federal Highway Act of 1970 793
Future Legislation 793
Utilization of Funds 794
Interstate Work Load 807
Notes 812




Effect on Other Highway Programs 825











1 Estimated Urban, Rural, and Total
Mileage, Total Rural Vehicle Mileage
and Average Daily Traffic on Rural
Sections Studied, Including the
Recommended System 37
2 Classification of Public Highway
Expenditures 48
3 Inventory of Interstate Mileage
Type of Pavement and Class of Area 55
4 Inventory of Interstate Mileage,
Surface Width by Class of Area and
Type of Facility 55
5 1955-64 National Construction Needs 66
6 1955-64 Indiana Construction Needs 66
7 Proposed 10-Year National Highway
Program Financing 85
8 Financial Plan for Highway Program 89
9 Interstate Cross Section Characteristics. .191
10 Interchange and Separation Spacing 223
11 Interchange Classification 234
12 Interstate 275: Cost Comparison of
Alternatives 708
13 Interstate Mileage Designated 758




LIST OF TABLES (Continued)
Table Page
15 Estimate of Cost of Completing the
Interstate System in Indiana by Route. . . . 760
16 Estimated Total Cost of the Interstate
System for Nation 766
17 Estimated Total Cost of the Interstate
System in Indiana 767
18 Cost Analysis of Increase of Interstate
Cost for Nation 771
19 1965 Interstate Cost Estimate: Cost
Analysis of Increase in Cost Over 1961
Estimate 772
20 1968 Interstate Cost Estimate: Cost
Analysis of Increase in Cost Over 1965
Estimate 774
21 1970 Interstate Cost Estimate: Cost
Analysis of Increase in Cost Over 1968
Estimate 777
22 1972 Interstate Cost Estimate: Cost
Analysis of Increase in Cost Over 1970 *
Estimate 780
23 Expenditures in Indiana 784
24 Costs of Indiana Interstate Routes 785
25 Interstate Authorizations. . .' 787
26 Status of Financing Federal Share of Cost
to Complete the Interstate System 789
27 Federal Aid Highway Apportionments
for Nation 795
28 Interstate Funds Apportioned to the Nation . 796
29 Interstate Funds Apportion to the State
of Indiana by Law 799
30 Federal Highway Program Financing in
Indiana 801
XVlll
LIST OF TABLES (Continued)
Table Page
31 Status of Interstate Funds in Indiana. . . 804
32 Estimate of Funds Required to Complete
the Interstate System Based on the 1972
Interstate Cost Estimate 805
33 Estimate of Funds Required to Complete
the Interstate System Based on the 1974
Interstate Cost Estimate 805
34 Total Contracts Let and Awarded 810
35 Average Number of Employees in the
Indiana State Highway Commission 811
36 Relocation Statistics for Interstate . . . 820
37 Analysis of Relocation Assistance and
Payments for Interstate System in
Indiana from October 1, 1965 to
September 30, 1968 821
38 Analysis of Relocation Assistance for
Interstate System in Indiana From
October 1, 1968 to June 30, 1973 822
39 Analysis of Relocation Payments for
Interstate System in Indiana From October
1, 1968 to June 30, 1973 822
40 Status of Improvement of Interstate
Highways in Indiana ^ 851
41 Mileage Open to Traffic 874




1 Major Highways in Indiana Prior to 1850. . . 11
2 The Transcontinental Toll Road System. ... 21
3 Location of Existing Routes Selected as
Approximating the Lines of a Proposed
Interregional Highway System 22
4 The 29,300-Mile System Investigated by
the Public Roads Administration as an
Interregional System in June 1941 26
5 The General Location of Routes of the
Recommended Interregional Highway System . . 32
6 Relation of the Recommended Interregional
System, to the Strategic Network of May
15, 1941 34
7 Graph Employed in Refining Committee's
Selection of the Interregional System. ... 37
8 Tlie 36,000-Mile Interregional System .... 39
9 Rate of Expenditure Rased on National
Construction Needs from 1954 to 1984 .... 70
10 Rate of Expenditure Based on National
Construction, Maintenance and Administration
Needs from 1954 to 1984 73
11 Rate of Expenditure Eased on Interstate
Construction, Maintenance and
Administrative Needs from 1954 to 1984 ... 74
12 National System of Interstate Highways:
Rural Status of Improvement by 1965 83
XX
LIST OF FIGURES (Continued)
Figure Page
13 Project Notification and Review System. . . 163
14 Design Process 169
15 Federal Participation in Cost of
Eliminating Pavement Deficiencies 182
16 Typical Interstate Cross Sections in
Indiana 190
17 Horizontal Clearances - All Interstate
Overcrossing Structures Except Major
Long Span Structures 199
18 Horizontal Clearances - Major Long Span
Structures Interstate System Overcrossings
.
200
19 Horizontal Clearances Major Span
Structures in Indiana 201
20 Horizontal Clearances - Auxiliary Lanes
Interstate System Overcrossings 203
21 Guardrail Placement 205
22 Guardrail-Bridgerail Transition 206
23 Roadside Clearance to Bridge Supports . . . 209
24 Interchange Type Selection Process 228
25 Limit of Federal Participation, 246
26 Limit of Federal Participation 247
27 Limit of Federal Participation 247
28 Limit of Federal Participation 248
29 Limit of Federal Participation 248
30 Limit of Federal Participation 249
31 Limit of Federal Participation 249










LIST OF FIGURES (Continued)
Page
Limit of Federal Participation for
Crossroad Relocation 251
Limit of Federal Participation 252
Limit of Federal Participation from
Interchange Ramps 256
Federal Participation in Frontage Roads . . 258
Federal Participation in Frontage Roads . . 259
Environmental Impact Statement Process at
the Location Stage 287
39 Environmental Impact Statement Process at
the Design Stage 289
40 Safety Rest Parks 300
41 National System of Interstate Highways
Designated on August 2, 1947 380
42 Proposed Interstate Routes in the
Indianapolis Metropolitan Area in
September of 1955 386
43 Interstate 465 - East Leg: Relocation
from Shadeland Avenue 395
44 Interstate 465 - East Leg: Comparison
of Revised Location with Warren Civic
Association Location '. 397
45 Woolen's Gardens Area 398
46 Interstate 465 - North Leg: Location
Alternatives 404
47 Interstate 465 - South Leg: Relocation
of Southwest Corner 415
48 General Corridors for Interstate Routes
Inside Interstate 465 419
49 Interstate 70 - West Route: Original
Location 423
XXll
LIST OF FIGURES (Continued)
Figure Page
50 Alternative Locations for Interstate
Routes Inside Interstate 465 425
51 Interstate 70 - West Route: Revised
Location and Alternatives 426
52 Interstate 65 - South Route: Revised
and State Avenue Locations 430
53 Interstate 65 - South Route: Relocation
and Alternatives 431
54 Interstate 70 - East Route: Recommended
Location 434
55 Indianapolis Interstate Highway System
Plan of 1957 437
56 Indianapolis Interstate Highway System
Plan of 1957 - Anticipated" 1975 Traffic
Volumes 438
57 Final Location of the Indianapolis
Interstate Freeways 439
58 Central Business District Thoroughfare
Plan of 1963 • . . . . 441
59 Official Thoroughfare Plan for Marion
County in 1962 442
60 Recommended Central Business District
Thorouglifare Plan in 1969 . . '. 443
61 Recommended Thoroughfare Plan for 1985. . . 444
62 Proposed North Freeway and Northeast
Freeway 445
63 The Proposals fo Livable Indianapolis
for Everyone and the Indianapolis Tax-
payers Association 448
64 Interstate Type V.est Leg for the Inner
Belt Along tlie Proposed Harding Expressway. 451
XXlll
LIST OF FIGURES (Continued)
Figure Page
65 Interstate Type West Leg for the
Inner Belt Through the University
Complex 453
66 Supplemental Freeways for Central
City: Alternative 1 - Route Through
University Complex 454
67 Supplemental Freeways for Central City:
Alternative 2 - Modified Plan 455
68 Supplemental Freeways for Central City:
Alternative 3 - Proposed SR 37 456
69 Supplemental Freeways for Central City:
Alternative 4 - Proposed Interstate
Freeway System 457
70 Indianapolis Inner Belt Design in 1970. . 464
71 Interstate 70 - IVest Route: Alternative
Locations Through Stout Field 483
72 Interstate 65: Proposed Interchrnge
Locations South of 1-465 in Marion
County 489
73 Interstate 64: Economic Comparison
of Route Alternatives 506
74 Interstate 64: Alternative Locations
in the Lynnville Area 513
75 Interstate 64: Alternatives in the SR 61
Interchange Area and Near Warrick County
Road 600 West 517
76 Interstate 64 - Harrison County Planning
Commission Alternative Location 520
77 Interstate 64: The Three General
Corridors for the Ohio River Crossing . . 522
78 Intcrstates 64 and C5: Alternative
Ohio River Crossings 526
XXIV
LIST OF FIGURES (Continued)
Figure Page
79 Interstate 65: Alternatives from
Seymour to Indianapolis 535
80 Interstate 65: Jeffersonville 544
81 Proposed Market Street Ramp 545
82 Interstate 65: Jackson County 550
83 Franklin Thoroughfare Plan 552
84 Interstate 65: Swanington to Gary. . . . 555
85 Interstate 65: From Lebanon to Fair
Oaks 558
86 Interstate 65: Location Alternatives and
Proposed Future Land Use of Lafayette . . 560
87 Proposed Traffic Plan for Metropolitan
Lafayette in 1961 561
88 Interstate 65: Alternative Locations
in V.'hite and Jasper Counties 564
89 Interstate 65: Alternative Locations
in the Proposed V.'ildcat Reservoir Area. . 567
90 Interstate 65: Alternate Route
Through Indian Gardens 576
91 Interstate 65: Proposed Spur to U.S. 12-
20
'. 581
92 Interstate 69: Location East of
Anderson 584
93 Interstate 69: Alternative Locations
from Pendleton to Fort Wayne 585
94 Interstate 69: Alternative Locations
from Indianapolis to Pendleton 590
95 Interstate 69: Alternatives in the
Huntington Reservoir Area 597
XXV
LIST OF FIGURES CCOntinued)
Figure Page
96 Interstate 69: Allen County 600
97 Interstate 69: Alternatives from
Waterloo to the Indiana-Michigan State
Line 603
98 Interstate 69: Alternatives in the
Lake Charles Area 606
99 Interstate 69: Relocation at the
Indiana-Michigan State Line 608
100 Interstate 69: Fishers Area 617
101 Interstate 70: Alternative Locations
^ from Indianapolis to S.R. 1 625
102 Interstate 70: Additional Construction
Costs as a Result of Alternate B 628
103 Interstate 70: Alternative Locations
for Terre Haute Bypass 634
104 Interstate 70: Initial Relocation in
Strip Mining Area 637
105 Interstate 74: Alternatives from
Covington to Indianapolis 653
106 Tri-State: Location Alternatives .... 674
107 Interstate 94: Access Alternatives
to Cliesterton : 686
108 Alternative Indiana Toll Road Routes. . . 695
109 Interstate 265: Location Alternatives. . 699
110 Interstate 275: Alternatives 705
111 Interstate 275: Locations Selected
by Consultant 707
112 Interstate 275: Final Location 711
113 Interstate 275: Relocation West of
Elizabethtown 713
XXVI
LIST OF FIGURES (Continued
Figure Page
114 Interstate 69 Extension (Northeast
Indianapolis Freeway) and 1-465
Connector 717
115 Interstate 64 Spur and Interstate
63: Traffic Assignments for 1990 .... 719
116 Interstate 294 Extension 721
117 Interstate 164 723
118 Status of Improvement of Indiana
Interstate System as of December 31,
1960 739
119 Status of Improvement of Indiana Inter-
state System as of January 1, 1964. . . . 743
120 Status of Improvement of Indiana
Interstate System as of January 1, 1968 . 744
121 Status of Improvement of Indiana
Interstate Svstem as of December 31,
1971. . . . '. 749
122 Status of Improvement of Indianapolis
Intcrstates as of December 31, 1972 . . . 752
123 Status of Improvement of Indiana
Interstate System as of December 31,
1972 753
124 National Status of Improvement of Inter-
state System as of June 30, 1972 755
125 Federal y\id Highway Program Financing . . 797
126 Interstate Federal Aid Financing:
Apportionments, Releases, Obligations,
and Collections in Indiana on a Fiscal
Year Basis 802
127 Interstate Federal Aid Financing:
Apjiortionmcnts , Obligations, and
Collections in Indiana on a Cumulative
Basis 803
128 Social and Housing Characteristics Inner




Ripple, David Alan. Ph.D., Purdue University, December, 1973.
The History of the Interstate IIigliv;ay System in Indiana.
Major Professor: Harold L. Michael.
Tliis work is a reconstruction of the planning, develop-
ment and implementation of the Interstate Highway Program
in Indiana as well as the Nation. Tlie historical data for
this record v/as gathered from Federal reports, documents,
and legislation; Federal Highway Administration documents
and interview's; Indiana State Higliway Commission records and
interviews; and otlicr transportation related agency reports
and interviews throughout Indiana.
p.ccause of tlic volumiiious amount of data involved, a
combination of the stages of the systems analysis process
and the highway planning and programming process was used
in t!ie reconstruction and presentation of the historical
record.
The A'/ork begins witli a description of the traditional
role of transportation in tlic economy and tlie role of gover-
nment in Iiigliway development. The need for an interregional
super Iiighway system and the goals and objectives of the
Interstate Program are docum.ented.
Tlic development of the Interstate Program is traced
from its conception in the late IDSO's to the landmark leg-
islation in 1956. The higliway needs and programs developed
by numerous studies during this period are described in detail
The interstate Program as set forth by the Federal Aid
Highway Act o i' 1956 and its evolution are described in terms
of policies on construction tim.e, the utilization of manpower,
the use of material and equipment, and financing. Under
XXVI 11
financing, the report covers in great depth the apportion-
ment of funds, federal participation, the use of funds,
administrative policy, right-of-way acquisition, the inclu-
sion of toll roads in the Interstate System and tlie reim-
bursement to States for completed Interstate sections.
All programs are suliject to an evolution in policies
and standards wliich ultimately affect the ultimate product.
The rescarcla covers Interstate route location and selection,
tlie route alternative evaluation process, the public hearing
process, tlic A-95 Review Process (Project Notification and
Review Process), the decision-making process and interagency
cooperation, tlie environmental statement process and higliway
impact guidelines, policies on multiple use and joint deve-
loj5;nent, tlic evolution of design standards with a heavy
emphasis on safety in design, the ev^olution of interchange
location and spacing, federal policies on fund participation,
tlic evolution of landscape design including billboard and
junkyard control, the evolution of the land acquisition pro-
cess an^i the relocation process and other processes and
policies.
heaving tlic national scene, the work concentrates on
designation of the Interstate Routes in Indiana, the formu-
lation of the Indiana Interstate Program, and the historical
dcveloi-)mcnt of the Indiana System. A description of studies
and events leading to the development of each Interstate
Route is covered in great detail.
Finally, the report assesses the relationship between
revenues, expenditures, and cost completion estimates on
the Interstate System. Tlie progress of the Indiana System
toward completion is documented on a fiscal year basis. A
gross overview of the benefits and impacts of Interstate de-





This chapter is an overview of the progress of the
Interstate System toward completion. Like other projects,
the constraints in constructing the Interstate System were
time, manpower, materials, and funding. Inter-governmental
cooperation is the essential element that has manipulated
these constraints to attain the goals of the Interstate
Program. The basic relationship between costs and expendi-
tures is developed to describe the effect of funding on
Interstate construction progress.
Inter-Governmental Cooperation
The cooperation of Federal, State and local highway
planning agencies insured that the construction of the Inter-
state System met the goals established for the System and
was consistent with the planning objectives and programs of
the nation and each locality. The Federal government esta-
blished criteria for the selection of Interstate Routes to
achieve the overall System goals of linking areas of popula-
tion and industrial concentrations and serving strategic
industry and military establishments. To insure the com-
pletion of the System on schedule and within the revenues
allotted, the Federal government promulgated policies on
Federal Aid Interstate fund participation in construction
cost. Throughout the Interstate location, design and con-
struction processes, the Federal Highway Administration re-
viewed the product to insure that it was the best for the
money available.
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Since the Interstate Program began, the Indiana State
Highway Commission discussed location and design planning
for each Interstate project with local officials. These
meetings were to insure that the Interstate System provided
adequate service to the area within the service corridor,
that the highway grade separations and service roads would
maintain adequate traffic service and circulation in the
area, that the Interstate network properly interfaced with
the existing highway network, and that the Interstate was
compatible with local highway plans.
To obtain local concurrence in the final project pro-
posal, the State encouraged the county commissioners and
city officials to sign a limited access control resolution.
The State could pursue construction without the resolution;
however, the State felt that the passage of the resolution
was important because the resolution signified local accept-
ance of the project and participation in the planning process.
In rural counties, the Indiana State Flighway Commission dealt
directly with the county commissioners. In counties with
metropolitan areas, the Interstate projects were discussed
within the framework of a county wide transportation coordi-
nating committee composed of respresentatives from the Federal
Highway Administration, Indiana State Highway Commission,
county highway and planning agencies, and city highway and
planning agencies. The coordinating committees provided
the close cooperation needed to coordinate the construction
of the Interstate System with planned and proposed improve-
ments of the existing highway network.
In an effort to coordinate the Interstate System with
local transportation planning, the Indiana State Highway
Commission temporarily delayed some Interstate projects in
the Calumet Area and the Indianapolis Metropolitan Area until
the recommendations of ongoing urban transportation plans
were compiled. Several modifications were made to the Inter-
state location and design to provide compatibility with the
recommendations of urban transportation studies.
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The public was given an opportunity to comment on the
economic effects of every Interstate location. In addition
and especially since January of 1969, the public has been
encouraged to comment on the social and environmental effects
of the location and the design of Interstate projects. The
public hearings have resulted in numerous modifications to
Interstate projects, many of which have been noted in earlier
sections of this history.
The Federal Highway Administration and local officials
have always reviewed Interstate project proposals. When an
Interstate project might affect the programs or areas of
responsibility of other State and Federal agencies, they were
informed of the project proposal by the Indiana State Highway
Commission. With the establishment of an areawide review
agency in each metropolitan area, the project review process
became quite formalized in 1966. The areawide review agency
commented on the consistency of the Interstate projects in
metropolitan areas with comprehensive planning.
Title IV of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of
1968 expanded the review process to all areas and led to the
creation of the A-95 Review Process or the Project Notification
and Review Process. Because numerous agencies were given
the opportunity to review and to comment on Interstate pro-
jects, State, regional and metropolitan clearinghouses were
designated to coordinate the review process. The clearing-
housesand other agencies commented on the consistency of
the proposed Interstate project with State and areawide de-
velopment plans and objectives and on the extent to which
the proposed project would implement these plans and objec-
tives .
Beginning with the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, the spectrum of environmental considerations in the
review process has expanded. The A-95 Review Process has
resulted in only minor modifications to Interstate design.
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However, the A-95 Review Process was not in existence until
the latter stages of the planning and design phases of the
Interstate Program in Indiana or elsewhere.
Construction Progress
The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 more than doubled
the size of the highway construction program in Indiana.
In monetary terms, the highway construction program by the
early 1970's had expanded to seven times its size in the
1950's. Because the staffing and operations of the Indiana
State Highway Department were based on the low level of
funding prior to August of 1956, Indiana got off to a slow
start on the Interstate Program in terms of miles completed
and under construction. The States that were able to pro-
ceed most rapidly to Interstate construction were those that
had completed construction plans for several Interstate pro-
jects in advance and were merely awaiting funds-
Early Years
Although Indiana lacked a backlog of completed construc-
tion plans, the projects being developed at the time the
Interstate Program began served as the basis for the initial
Interstate construction in Indiana. Interstate 65 from
Indianapolis to Lebanon was one of the first Interstate pro-
jects completed because the development of US 52 and US 41
as a foui^ lane divided highway from Indianapolis to Hammond
was already underway. Indiana had improvement plans on file
for the upgrading of US 52 and these were easily revised to
Interstate standards.
As completion of Interstate 65 from Indianapolis to
US 52 northwest of Lebanon created a four'lane facility from
Indianapolis to Hammond* the development of Interstate 65
north of Lebanon was delayed on the basis of priority until
*Except for the Lafayette Bypass.
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later in the Interstate Program. The Tri-State Highway was
also being developed at the time the Interstate Program
began and was extended from Burr Street to Broadway (SR 53)
to serve Gary. Because of the inadequacy of the Wabash
River bridge at Covington, Illinois and Indiana early in
the Interstate Program pursued the completion of Interstate
74 across the Wabash River.
Due to a dire need for additional Ohio River crossings
in the Louisville Metropolitan Area to relieve congestion on
existing bridges, Indiana and Kentucky began construction on
nev; bridges from Louisville to New Albany (Interstate 64)
and from Louisville to Jeffersonville (Interstate 65). At
the time the Interstate Program began, Indiana was in the
process of developing US 31 as a four-lane divided highway
from Indianapolis to Louisville and had improved US 31 in
Jef fersonville and from Indianapolis to Columbus.
Because Indiana had previously completed plans for
improvement of some of the remaining portions of US 31 and
because remaining two-lane US 31 was a critically deficient
facility from Jeffersonville to Columbus, the Indiana State
Higliway Department proceeded to correct the deficiency. The
portion of Interstate 65 from Jeffersonville to US 50 near
Seymour was placed under construction contract in 1958 and
1959. The need for a US 40 bypass around Richmond resulted
in the rapid development of plans and in early work on the
Richmond bypass (Interstate 70).
Prior to the Interstate Program, plans had also been
developed to replace inadequate US 421 from Indianapolis to
Shelbyville. Several twin structures had already been built
for a new four-lane US 421. Consequently, Indiana began con-
struction on Interstate 74 from Indianapolis to Shelbyville.
Because US 136 was a two-lane facility west of Indianapolis,
the portion of Interstate 74 from Indianapolis to SR 39 was
placed under construction contract in 1959. To extend
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Interstate 65 from Royalton around the west side of
Indianapolis, construction was begun early on the extension
of Interstate 65 to Interstate 465 and on the West Leg of
Interstate 465 from Interstate 65 to US 40.
Due to the fact that Indianapolis lacked a bypass on
the west side, that Interstate 465 followed the alignment
of the proposed SR 100 bypass on the west side and that
Interstate 65 had been completed to Indianapolis, construc-
tion of the West Leg of Interstate 465 was a logical starting
point on Interstate 465.
In terms of Interstate progress, Indiana accelerated
its Interstate Program from forty-sixth position at the
beginning of 1957 to a position among the top ten States by
the end of 1960. Through a careful review of highway de-
velopment underway in August of 1956, the Indiana State
Highway Department singled out projects that could be in-
corporated into the Indiana Interstate Program with minor
revisions.
Consequently, Indiana was able to complete several
Interstate projects within the first two to three years. If
Indiana had developed all its Interstate projects from the
conception stage, the State would have needed six to seven
years to complete the first projects. The utilization of
the existing highway development program in 1956 for Inter-
state work where possible enabled Indiana to continue an
orderly construction of highways and to gradually expand
operations. By the time projects which were initially de-
veloped prior to 1957 were exhausted, Indiana had firmly es-
tablished its Interstate construction program and had new
projects ready for construction.
By December of 1960, Indiana had opened twenty-five miles
of new Interstate to traffic, had completed construction
on ninety miles, and had placed another eighty-eight miles
under construction. Including the 6.4-mile portion of the
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Tri-State Highway completed prior to 1957 and excluding the
Indiana East-West Toll Road, Indiana had thirty-one miles
of Interstate highway open to traffic in December of 1960.
[Refer to Figure 118(p,739) and Tables 40 and 41 (pgs.851 and 874]
Urban Bypasses and Critical Gaps
By December of 1961, Indiana had eliminated many of the
major deficiencies of the State highway network by completing
those projects conceived before the Interstate Program began.
Interstate 64 was completed across the Ohio River to Spring
Street in New Albany relieving traffic on the old Kentucky-
Indiana Toll Bridge. Interstate 65 was opened to US 50 near
Seymour, leaving only a gap from Seymour to Columbus in the
four-lane facility from Louisville to Indianapolis.
The Richmond bypass was completed to Centerville Road
where through traffic returned to four-lane US 40 to continue
to Indianapolis. At Covington, Interstate 74 was opened to
a direct connection to US 136 near Layton. Interstate 74
was also opened from Indianapolis to southeast of Shelbyville
and from Indianapolis west to SR 39. In September of 1961,
Interstate 65 was opened from Royalton to Interstate 465,
and the West Leg of Interstate 465 was completed from Inter-
state 65 to US 40.
Although Indiana began route location studies for the
known Interstate Routes early in the Interstate Program,
Indiana followed a general set of priorities in programming
the routes for construction. Project priorities were generally
based on the need to eliminate corridor deficiencies and to
relieve congestion in metropolitan areas. Consequently,
existing two-lane facilities coinciding with the Interstate
were replaced before existing four-lane facilities.
Among the projects conceived after 1957, those which
eliminated gaps in existing four-lane highways and provided
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Indianapolis to Lebanon gap in a four-lane facility from
Indianapolis to Hammond* was closed in November of 1960 with
the construction of a project conceived before 1957. On
October 29, 1962, the gap in a four-lane facility from
Louisville to Indianapolis was eliminated with the extension
of Interstate 65 from US 50 near Seymour to US 31 near
Taylorsville according to a project completely designed
after 1957.
Except for US 24 - SR 37 from Huntington to Fort Wayne,
there was no four-lane facility paralleling Interstate 69.
As a result. Interstate 69 had a relatively high overall
construction priority. Because of an acute need for a bypass
of Fort Wayne, construction on Interstate 69 began in the
Fort Wayne area in the summer of 1960. The Fort Wayne bypass
was completed on October 23, 1962.
Because Interstate 70 paralleled existing four-lane
US 40, Interstate 70 had a low construction priority except
for the Richmond and Terre Haute bypasses, which were needed
to relieve local congestion. The Richmond bypass was com-
pleted on September 17, 1961. Indiana had originally hoped
to begin construction on the Terre Haute bypass in 1960;
however, changes in interchange location and type and a
change in the alignment of Interstate 70 through the strip
mine area east of Terre Haute delayed construction until the
latter half of 1964.
The concurrent construction of a four-lane connector
from the temporary terminus of Interstate 70 east of Terre
Haute to US 40 was also needed to insure the effectiveness
of the bypass. On August 31, 1967, the Terre Haute bypass
was opened from Illinois to SR 46 which was a four-lane
connector to US40.
The construction on Interstate 74 was given precedence
over other routes because this route replaced an existing
two-lane facility along its entire corridor, construction
'Except for the Lafayette Bypass
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plans could be completed before most routes, and the terrain
in the corridor lent itself to rapid construction enabling
Indiana to more quickly utilize Interstate funds. Less time
was needed to place Interstate 74 under construction than
other routes because plans had been developed for the portion
of the route from Indianapolis to Shelbyville before 1957,
the design for the remainder of the route after 1957 was
less complex than other routes, and the acquisition and
clearance of right-of-way was less complicated than other
routes.
Plans had been developed for a portion of Interstate 74
from Indianapolis to Cincinnati prior to 1957 and the route
from Indianapolis to Cincinnati connected two major metropo-
litan areas. As a result, the route from Indianapolis to
Cincinnati was completed on October 30, 1964, before the route
west from Indianapolis.
Construction on the five-mile section of the Tri-State
Highway from SR 51 to the Indiana Toll Road was begun in 1960;
however, the complexity of coordination with local improve-
ments delayed completion of the section until November of 1964.
To divert Interstate traffic around Indianapolis and
to evenly distribute Interstate traffic to the urban area,
Indiana pressed for extension of Interstate 465 around the
south edge of Indianapolis to existing four-lane Shadeland
Avenue (SR 100 bypass) . The completion of Interstate 465
to Shadeland Avenue on October 15, 1964, provided a four-
lane bypass facility from Interstate 65 northwest of
Indianapolis to 56th Street northeast of Indianapolis.
As of January 1, 1964, Indiana had opened 264 miles
(excluding the Indiana Toll Road) of the Interstate to
traffic, had completed another seven miles, and had another
120 miles under construction. Including the Indiana Toll
Road, thirty-eight percent of the 1115 miles of designated
Interstate mileage in Indiana was open to traffic. This
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percentage was only three percent below the National average.
[Refer to Figure 119(p.743) and Table 40 Cp-851)].
In 1963, overall route construction emphasis shifted
from Interstate 74 to Interstate 69. Interstate 69 was
constructed northward from SR 38 near Pendleton and north-
ward from the Fort Wayne bypass. On June 27, 1966, the
northward construction of Interstate 69 from Pendleton
reached the Fort Wayne bypass. As of October 9, 1967,
Interstate 69 was open to traffic from the Michigan- Indiana
State Line southward to SR 38. [Refer to Table 41 (p. 874 ) ].
In 1964, construction on Interstate 74 was resumed
westward from SR 39 to the temporary connection with US 136
near Layton. On August 31, 1967, the last section of Inter-
state 74 was opened to traffic. Interstate 74 was the first
Interstate route completed across Indiana.
The Indiana Interstate Program was in high gear in the
mid-1960's. On January 1, 1968, the State had completed
fifty-seven percent of the System excluding the Indiana Toll
Road and had another sixteen percent of the System under
construction. Indiana had opened fifty-eight percent of
the System to traffic including the Indiana Toll Road.
[Refer to Figure 120(p . 444 ) and Tables 40 and 41 (pgs.851and 874)]
System Extension
This period was characterized by the replacement of
parallel four-lane facilities temporarily carrying Interstate
traffic and by the inward construction of the Indianapolis
Interstate radials.
In the six years following the completion of the Richmond
bypass in 1961, only one segment of Interstate 70 had been
opened to traffic. This segment was the extension of Inter-
state 70 from the Centerville Road (west of Richmond) to
relocated SR 1 on August 30, 1963. Because an existing four-
lane facility paralleled Interstate 70 for its entire length,
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it had a lower overall route priority than Interstates 69
and 74. After a majority of Interstates 69 and 74 had been
completed, the construction emphasis shifted to Interstate
70 in 1965.
Interstate 70 was constructed westward from SR 1 to
Indianapolis. The portion of Interstate 70 from the Ohio-
Indiana State Line to Interstate 465 was opened to traffic
on December 2, 1968. On the portion of Interstate 70 west
of Indianapolis, the route was constructed eastward from
Terre Haute to SR 43, eastward from SR 43, and westward from
Interstate 465.
On August 31, 1967, Interstate 70 was opened from the
Illinois- Indiana State Line to SR 46. The segment of Inter-
state 70 from SR 43 to Interstate 465 was opened on August
30, 1968. The remaining segment of Interstate 70 west of
Indianapolis was opened on October 21, 1969, with the com-
pletion of the facility between SR 46 and SR 43. Excluding
the portion of Interstate 70 within Interstate 465, Interstate
70 was the second route completed across Indiana.
Since Interstate 465 served as a bypass route for through
Interstate traffic and as a distributor route for terminating
Interstate traffic and crosstown traffic, the construction
of Interstate 465 was partially geared to the construction
of the other Interstate routes toward Indianapolis. Inter-
state 465 was completed from Interstate 65 (northwest of
Indianapolis) to SR 100 (southeast of Indianapolis before
Interstate 74 was opened between Indianapolis and Cincinnati
in October of 1964.
Before Interstate 70 was opened east of Indiaiapolis on
December 2, 1968, Interstate 465 was extended from SR 100
to SR 67 - US 36 north of Interstate 70. The construction
of Interstate 465 on the northside of Indianapolis comple-
mented Interstate 465 around the southside of Indianapolis
although the North Leg of Interstate 465 also served as a
bypass and distributor route for local traffic. When
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Interstate 69 was opened from SR 238 to SR 37 on October 5,
1970, the remainder of Interstate 465 was opened.
In late 1966, construction was resumed on Interstate 69
westward from SR 38 to Interstate 465. When the upgrading
of existing SR 37 was completed on November 16, 1971, Inter-
state 69 was the fourth route completed across Indiana.
To link with the new bridge between Louisville and
Jef fersonville , existing US 51F, was upgraded to Interstate
standards in Jef fersonville in November of 1964. In 1968,
construction emphasis shifted from Interstate 70 to Inter-
state 65. Because US 40 had carried heavier traffic than
US 31, US 52 and US 41, the completion of Interstate 70 had
been emphasized over the completion of Interstate 65.
North of Indianapolis, Interstate 65 progressed south-
ward from the Indiana Toll Road. The last segment of Inter-
state 65 north of Indianapolis was opened on December 15,
1971. Construction on Interstate 65 south of Indianapolis
resumed northward from US 31 near Taylorsville and south-
ward from Interstate 465. Interstate 65 from Indianapolis
to Louisville was opened to traffic on June 30, 1972 with
the completion of the projects between SR 252 and Southport
Road. Interstate 65 was the fifth route completed across
Indiana.
The Tri-State Highway was completed to the Indiana Toll
Road in November of 1964, but then its overall construction
priority fell below Interstates 65, 69, 70 and 74 because
the Indiana Toll Road and several primary routes served the
same corridor and coordination with other highway improve-
ments in the corridor proved more complex than the other
Interstate routes. Except for the extension of Interstate
94 from the Indiana Toll Road to SR 249 (Crisman Road) on
August 15, 1969, there was no construction on the remainder
of Interstate 94 until 1969.
In 1967, the widening of bridges on the Tri-State Highway
from the Illinois-Indiana State Line to Indiana Toll Road was
747
begun to provide sufficient clearance for a third lane each
direction in the median. The construction of the third lane
was completed on October 31, 1969.
Since Interstate 94 was not completed between the Indiana
Toll Road and the Indiana-Michigan State Line, much of the
Interstate 94 through traffic followed the Indiana Toll Road
to two-lane SR 39 and continued on SR 39 to Interstate 94 in
Michigan. As two-lane SR 39 approached capacity, it was
evident that SR 39 would have to be rebuilt to four lanes or
construction would have to start on the remainder of Inter-
state 94. On November 29, 1971, Interstate 94 was extended
eastward from SR 249 to US 20 (east of Portage) and south-
ward from the Michigan- Indiana State Line to US 20-35 (south-
east of Michigan City )removing the Interstate traffic load
from SR 39. The remainder of the Tri-State Highway was
opened to traffic on November 2, 1972.
Although location planning began in 1957 for the Inter-
state System inside Interstate 465, the Indianapolis Inter-
state projects could not be brought rapidly to the construc-
tion stage because of complex coordination with local trans-
portation planning, complicated design work, extensive utility
relocation, complex right-of-way acquisition and clearance,
and extensive household and business relocation. The com-
plexity of Interstate projects also increased as the radial
routes approached the urban core; consequently, the Inter-
state radials were constructed from Interstate 465 inward.
When the South Leg of Interstate 465 was completed in
October of 1964, the South Route of Interstate 65 was con-
structed from Interstate 465 to Keystone Avenue. In July
of 1964, the Northwest Route of Interstate 65 was completed
from Interstate 465 to Lafayette Road. The next radial seg-
ment opened was the extension of the Northwest Route in-
ward to 38th Street on Decmeber 17, 1967.
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WTien Interstate 70 was completed east of Indianapolis
on December 2, 1968, the East Route of Interstate 70 was
opened from Interstate 465 inward to Shadeland Avenue
(SR 100). The West Route of Interstate 70 was opened from
Interstate 465 to Holt Road on December 10, 1969, completing
the construction of the Interstate radials in the suburban
area of Indianapolis.
Because the Northwest Route was needed to relieve vol-
umes on the arterials in the north-south corridor north of
the urban core, the extension of the Northwest Route to the
core was emphasized over the other radials. On January 21,
1972, the Northwest Route was completed to the Illinois
Avenue interchange on the North Leg of the Inner Belt.
As of December 31, 1971, Indiana had opened eight-five
percent (963 miles) of the 1134 miles of Interstate to
traffic. Excluding the 157-mile Indiana Toll Road and the
five-mile extension of the West Leg of Interstate 465 from
Interstate 65 to the North Leg of Interstate 465, Indiana
had completed eight-two percent of its Interstate System.
Another twenty-seven miles were completed but not open to
traffic and yet anotlier eighty-six miles were under construc-
tion as of December 31, 1971. [Refer to Figure 121 (p. 749)
and Tables 40 and 41 (pgs. 851 and 874).]
Since 1960, Indiana was among the top ten States in
regard to Interstate mileage completed and under contract.
Indiana moved up to fourth place among the States by the end
of 1971.
Completing the System
The first years of the construction period following
1971 were characterized by the withholding of Federal aid
highway funds, the reduction of Indiana's Interstate appor-
tionment as the Indiana Interstate System neared completion,








































Program. Because of decreased funding for the Interstate
System, construction on the Indiana Interstate System be-
gan to slow down. During the latter part of the Interstate
Program, the Indianapolis Interstate radials will be ex-
tended from their suburban terminii to the urban core and
Interstates 64, 164, 265, and 275 vvrill be completed.
Although the Interstate 64 corridor lacked an existing
four-lane route, this Interstate route had a lower con-
struction priority than Interstates 65, 69, 70, 74, 1-80-94,
and 465 because it carried far lower volumes. Interstate
64 was extended from Spring Street to SR 64 on July 1, 1968,
to reduce through traffic in the New Albany area. By Sept-
ember of 1971, Interstate 64 was also open to traffic from
the Illinois-Indiana border to SR 57 northeast of Evansville.
In late 1970 Interstate construction emphasis shifted
from the Tri-State Highway (Interstate 94) to Interstate 64.
As of December 31, 1972, 70.10 miles of Interstate 64 were
under construction. Only 18.32 miles between SR 162 and
SR 37 had not yet been placed under contract.
The development time for the Interstate within the
Indianapolis central city was longer than other routes be-
cause of the complexity of coordination, design, land acqui-
sition, and relocation. Since the construction of the
Interstates within the Indianapolis urban area were in the
latter part of the Interstate construction program, this
construction was most affected by the reduction in Interstate
funding
.
As of January 21, 1972, the Northwest Route in the
central city and the north Leg of the Inner Belt had been
completed. Although not open to traffic, short segments of
Interstate were completed between Holt Road and Belmont
Avenue on the West Route, between Keystone Avenue and State
Avenue on the South Route, and between Ritter Avenue and
Shadeland Avenue on the East Route by the end of 1972.
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As of December 31, 1972 construction was underway on
the West Route from River Avenue to Madison Avenue (some
structures only) and on the East Route from a half^ mile
east of Sherman Drive to west of Ritter Avenue. Only 8.86
milesC2.25 miles of the East Leg of the Inner Belt common
to Interstates 65 and 70) had not yet been placed under
construction contract. [Refer to Figure 122, p. 752].
Interstate 164 was a 1968 addition to the Indiana Inter-
state System. At the end of 1972, Interstate 164 was still
in the preliminary location phase and had not reached the
point at which a corridor public hearing could be held.
Because Interstate 164 was the last route added to the
Indiana Interstate System, it inherently had the lowest
construction priority due to time needed for development.
Because Interstate^ 265 and 275 supplemented other Inter-
state routes, their construction was scheduled for the latter
part of the Interstate Program. As of September 15, 1972,
all grading and structures were under contract on Interstate
265. In November of 1970, construction began on the $16
million Interstate 275 bridge across the Ohio River. Al-
though funding cutbacks have delayed construction on Inter-
state 275, the segment of Interstate 275 from the Ohio
River to US 50 was placed under contract for grading and
the US 50 structure.
As of December 31, 1972, Indiana had opened 1005 miles
of Interstate to traffic, had completed another five miles,
and had placed eighty-one miles of the System under construc-
tion. [Refer to Figure 123 (p. 753) and Table 40 and 41
(pgs. 851 and 874)]. All engineering, right-of-way acquisition
and relocation had been completed for all remaining segments
of the Indiana Interstate System except Interstate 164.
Excluding the 4.96 miles of the West Leg extension of
Interstate 465 (which was added to the Interstate System
\vithout mileage charge) and the 156.85 miles of the Indiana
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Toll Road, Indiana had completed eighty-seven percent of
the System on the basis of mileage and roughly seventy-five
percent of the System on the basis of cost. As of June 30,
1972, the Nation had only completed eighty percent of the
Interstate System. [Refer to Figure 124
, p. 755].
Costs
For fiscal years 1957, 1958 and 1959, the Federal Inter-
state funds were apportioned to each State on the basis of
an empirical formula. The empirical formula was equal to
two-thirds the ratio of the population of each State to the
total population of all the States, one-sixth the ratio of
the land area in each State to the total area of land of all
the States, and one-sixth the ratio of the mileage of rural
delivery routes and star routes of each State to the total
mileage of these routes in all the States.
Since Congress wanted the Interstate System completed
simultaneously throughout the States, the apportionment
of Federal Interstate funds for the fiscal years after 1959
was based on the cost of completing the System in each State.
For fiscal years 1960 through 1966, the apportionment ratio
for each State was the ratio of the total Federal and State
cost of completing the Interstate System in that State to
the total Federal and State cost of completing the Interstate
System in all the States. After fiscal year 1966, the ap-
portionment ratio was based on the Federal share of the com-
pletion cost rather than the Federal and State share of the
completion cost.
Interstate Cost Esfimate Studies
Because the cost of completing the Interstate System
within a State might vary with time, Congress requested a




























System in section 108(d) of the Federal Aid Highway Act of
1956 and subsequently in section 104(b)5, Title 23, of the
United States Code. The series of estimates were designed
to enable Congress to adjust the Interstate apportionments
so that each State had sufficient funds to complete its
portion of the System concurrently with the System in other
States. The revised estimates also eliminated the possibi-
lity of a State being penalized throughout the Interstate
Program for an earlier poor cost estimate.
To insure uniformity in the preparation of the cost
estimates throughout the States, the Federal Highway Admin-
istration developed an Instruction Manual for the Prepara -
tion and Submission of the Revised Estimate of Cost nf Com -
pleting the Interstate System . The manual established pro-
visions for the preparation of the estimate; outlined a
method for forecasting traffic; and referred to standards,
guidelines, specifications, and Federal memoranda to be
used in the preparation of the estimate. The manual was
revised for each estimate to reflect changes in laws and
standards
.
In preparing each cost estimate, a specific date was
selected as the cutoff date. All Federal aid work authorized
prior to the cutoff date was considered as having been com-
pleted under the existing financial arrangements. Conse-
quently, the cost of work for which funds had been obligated
was excluded from the cost estimate.
To provide a uniform basis for the cost estimates, a
specific time period was selected for the unit construction
costs. The unit construction costs were based on the
weighted low bid prices in each State for construction
awarded during that period.
The cost estimates were an estimate of the cost to com-
plete the System if the construction was performed at the unit
prices of the base period. There was no adjustment for in-
flation. Moreover, the cost estimates were based on existing
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factors and excluded any forecast of future trends except
increases in traffic.
1958 Cost Estimate. The Federal Aid Highway Act of
1944 authorized the designation of a 40,000-mile Interstate
System. On August 2, 1947, a total of 37,681 miles of the
System was designated. In September of 1955, the remaining
mileage was designated. The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956
increased the length of the System from 40,000 miles to
41,000 but excluded the 1,000-mile extension from the cost
estimate to be used for apportionment purposes. Since ad-
justments in the originally designated 40,000 miles resulted
in a savings of 1»452 miles, the Secretary of Commerce was
able to designate an additional 2,102 miles of Interstate
highways and reserved 350 miles for final adjustments.
[Refer to Table 13, p. 758].
The 1958 Interstate Cost Estimate was based on the cut-
off date of July 1, 1956, and on unit construction costs of
the last half of calendar year 1956. The estimate was based
on the cost to complete 38,548 miles of the System. The
1958 Interstate Cost Estimate reported that $39,510 million
was needed to complete the Interstate System.
The Indiana State Highway Commission estimated in 1958
that it needed $1,068 million to complete the Interstate
System in Indiana. When the funds already available were
excluded from the cost estimate, Indiana needed $927,049,000
in additional funds to complete the Interstate System. For
fiscal years 1960, 1961, and 1962, the factor for apportioning
Interstate funds to Indiana was 2.888 percent. [Refer to
Table 14, p. 759]. Table 1 15 (p . 760) records the cost of
completing the Interstate System in Indiana by route.
1961 Cost Estimate . The apportionment of funds for
fiscal years 1963 through 1966 was based on the 1961 Inter-
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The cost estimate was based on the cutoff date of
January 1, 1960, and on the unit prices of fiscal 1959.
The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1960 removed the restriction
of the 1956 Act that excluded the 1000-mile extension from
the cost estimate and apportionment. The States prepared
estimates for the 40,472 miles of Interstate that were de-
signated as of January 1, 1960. The cost of the 220 miles
which were not finally located, was included by the Bureau
of Public Roads in the total cost estimate at one million
dollars per mile. The Bureau of Public Roads also included
308 miles, which were reserved for final adjustment, in the
total cost estimate at one million dollars per mile.
According to the 1961 Interstate Cost Estimate, $32,909
million was needed to complete the Interstate System.
Indiana's share of the cost was $846 million. Excluding the
funds already available, Indiana needed $636,720,000 in
additional Federal and State funds to complete the System.
The apportionment factor for fiscal years 1963 through
1966 was 2.501 percent for Indiana.
1965 Cost Estimate . For fiscal years 1967 through 1969,
Interstate apportionments were based on the 1965 Interstate
Cost Estimate.
This cost estimate was based on the unit prices of
calendar year 1963 and on the cutoff date of January 1, 1964.
The States submitted cost estimates for 40,886 miles of the
System. Only 93 miles were not finally located and these
were included in the total estimate by the Bureau of Public
Roads at five million dollars per mile. The Bureau of Public
Roads also included twenty-one miles, which were reserved
for final measurement, in the cost estimate at five million
dollars per mile.
The 1965 Interstate Cost Estimate reported that $28,058
million was needed to complete the Interstate System. The
Indiana Interstate cost estimate found that $681 million
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was needed to complete Indiana's portion of the System.
Excluding the funds already available, Indiana needed
$404,060,000 in additional Federal apportionments to com-
plete the System. Indiana's share of the total Federal
apportionments for completing the System was 2.198 percent
for fiscal years 1967 through 1969.
1968 Cost Estimate . In January 1968, the 1968 Inter-
state Cost Estimate was submitted to Congress for the ap-
portionment of Interstate funds for fiscal year 1970.
Through the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1968, Congress adopted
the apportionment factors of the 1968 estimate for fiscal
years 1970 and 1971.
The cost estimate was based on the cutoff date of Jan-
uary 1, 1967, and on the unit prices of calendar year 1966.
The States submitted cost estimates for 40,969 miles of the
System. Most of the route segments in the 93-mile group,
which had not been finally located in January 1, 1964, were
located by January of 1967 and were included in the States'
estimates. The Federal Highway Administration held thirty-
one miles in reserve and included their cost in the estimate
at ten million dollars per mile.
According to the 1968 Interstate Cost Estimate, $27,929
million was needed to complete the Interstate System.
Indiana's share of the cost was $570 million. Excluding
the funds already available, Indiana needed $337,247,000 in
additional Federal funds to complete the System. The ap-
portionment factor for fiscal years 1970 and 1971 was 1.995
percent for Indiana.
1970 Cost Estimate. According to the Federal Aid Highway
Act of 1968, the 1970 Interstate Cost Estimate was to serve
as the basis of apportionment for fiscal years 1972 through
1974. When the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1970 extended the
completion date for the System from June 30, 1974 (under the
1968 Act) to June 30, 1976, the 1970 Act adopted the appor-
763
tionment factors of the 1970 estimate for only fiscal years
1972 and 1973, and requested another cost completion esti-
mate in January of 1972 for the apportionment of funds in
fiscal years 1974 and 1975 and still another cost comple-
tion estimate in January of 1974 for the apportionment of
funds in fiscal year 1976.
The 1970 cost estimate was based on the unit prices of
calendar year 1968 and on the cutoff date of November 1,
1969. The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1968 authorized an
additional 1,500 miles for the Interstate System. On
December 13, 1968, the Department of Transportation announced
the designation of 1473 miles from the 1,500-mile extension.
Subsequent additions and adjustments to the System exhausted
the remaining authorized mileage for the System except for
a five-mile reserve. The States submitted cost estimates
for 42,495 miles of the System. Seventeen States did not
have to prepare new cost estimates because they had no
system adjustments subsequent to the year 1968. The five-
mile reserve was included in the 1970 Interstate Cost Estimate
at ten million dollars per mile.
The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1968 also authorized an
additional 200 miles for the Interstate System to be used
for modifications or revisions. However, adjustments under
the 200-mile addition were not to be charged against the
42,500-mile legislative limit for the System. Furthermore,
the costs of these adjustments were not to exceed the 1968
costs of mileage withdrawn from the System after 1968.
The 1970 Interstate Cost Estimate reported that $30,270
million was needed to complete the Interstate System.
Indiana's share of the cost was $424 million. Excluding the
funds already available, Indiana needed $292,721,000 in
additional Federal apportionments to complete the System.
Indiana's share of the total Federal apportionment for
completing the System was 1.417 percent for fiscal years
1972 and 1973.
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1972 Cost Estimate. The 1972 Interstate Cost Estimate
was submitted to Congress in January of 1972 as a basis for
apportioning Federal Aid Interstate funds for fiscal year
1974 and 1975.
The cost estimate was based on the cutoff date of
January 1, 1971 and on the unit prices for calendar year
1970. The States submitted cost estimates for 42,497 miles
of the 42,500-mile System. The Federal Highway Administra-
tion included the remaining three miles (which were held in
reserve for final measurement) in the 1972 cost estimate at
ten million dollars per mile.
According to the 1972 Interstate Cost Estimate, the
cost of completing the System was estimated at $32,880
million. Indiana's share of the completion cost was $414
million. Excluding the funds already appropriated, Indiana
needed $221,090,000 in additional Federal Interstate appor-
tionments. The apportionment factor for fiscal years 1974
and 1975 was 1.214 percent for Indiana.
Additional Cost Estimates . The 1974 Interstate Cost
Estimate will be submitted to Congress in January of 1974
as the basis for apportioning funds for fiscal year 1976 .
If the System completion date of June 30, 1976, (under the
1970 Federal Aid Highway Act) is extended farther in the
future, the 1974 Interstate Cost Estimate will probably
serve as the basis for apportioning funds for fiscal years
1976 and 1977; additional Interstate cost estimates will
probably be requested for subsequent fiscal years.
In August of 1973, the Indiana State Highway Commission
completed the 1974 Interstate Cost Estimate in Indiana
based on the cutoff date of January 1, 1973, and on the
unit prices of calendar year 1972. As of January 1, 1973,
Indiana needed $383 million to complete the System. Indiana
estimated its needs roughly at $262,114,000 in additional
Federal Interstate apportionments in the fiscal years following
1973 to complete the System.
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Evolution of Costs
Because each Interstate Cost Estimate was based on the
construction prices, laws and regulations in existence and
included no adjustment for future trends except traffic
growth, the estimates of the cost to complete the System
varied. Increases in construction prices and changes in
laws and regulations accounted for much of the variation
in estimates of the cost to complete the System and in esti-
mates of the total cost of the System with time.
The series of Interstate Cost Estimates provide a basis
for a series of estimates of the total cost of the Inter-
state System. Referring to Table 16 (p. 766 )^ an estimate
of the total cost of the System for the Nation in any year
equals the total of the estimates of the cost to complete
the System in each State, less the cost financed with other
than Interstate and State matching funds and plus the funds
obligated by the States, the cost of the mileage which has
not been designated, the cost of State highway planning and
research, Federal administration and research, and contingencies
The series of estimates of the total cost of the Inter-
state System in Indiana (Table 17 , p. 767) is based on
the Interstate Cost Estimates for Indiana and funds obligated
from the 1952 Federal Aid Highway Act to the cutoff date of
the cost estimate.
Analysis of Increase from 1949 to 1955 . For Indiana
and the Nation, the total cost of improving the Interstate
System in June of 1954 was nearly two and a half times the
estimate in December of 1948. The difference in the esti-
mates was primarily the result of a change in design standards.
The estimate reported in Highway Needs of the National Defense
of 1949 was based on the cost to correct existing critical
deficiencies of the System on existing alignments to tolerable
standards. On the other hand, the estimate in A 10-Year
National Highway Program of 1955 was based on full-controlled
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of seventy miles per hour and for the traffic volumes of
1975. To achieve the latter, most of the Interstate had
to be relocated.
There were other important differences in the estimates
although they were less significant. The 1949 estimate
was based on the construction prices of calendar year 1948
as compared to the first half of calendar year 1954 for the
1955 estimate. The States only reported the cost of correcting
existing deficiencies on the mileage designated in August
of 1947; the costs of improving approximately 2,200 miles
of urban feeder routes were excluded. The 1955 estimate,
however, included four billion dollars for 2,300 miles of
urban feeder routes which had not been designated.
Analysis of Increase from 1955 to 1958 . The 1958 esti-
mate of the total cost of the System at $37,570 million (ex-
cluding $1,940 million to be financed with other than Inter-
state and State matching funds) was nearly forty percent
higher than the 1955 estimate at $27,000 million. These
figures were based on the same routes. If the cost of the
1,452 miles saved through detailed locations of the original
40,000 miles and the cost of the 1,000-mile extension were
included in the 1958 estimate, the total cost of the System
was fifty-two percent greater. In Indiana, there was a
twenty-four percent increase in the cost of the System in
the two years between the cutoff dates of the estimates.
The two estimates were based on the same design stan-
dards; however, the 1955 estimate was not based on uniform
guidelines in the preparation of the estimate. Furthermore,
the 1955 estimate was developed in a short span of time, and
some States had limited experience in estimating the cost
of controlled access highways, particularly in urban areas.
The Bureau of Public Roads had added four billion dollars
for the 2,300 miles of undesignated urban feeder routes in
1955; however, the States estimated the cost of these routes
at nine billion dollars in the 1958 estimate.
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Several other factors accounted for the difference in
the two estimates of the total cost of the System. Because
of improved traffic forecasting methods and higher population
forecasts, the traffic forecasts for 1975 subsequent to the
1956 Act were fifteen percent higher than previous forecasts.
This resulted in a five percent increase in the total cost
of the System.
Because the 1956 Act extended the objectives of the
Interstate System to include service to local needs, there
was a sixty-three percent increase in the number of highway
grade separations, interchanges, other structures, and
frontage roads over the 1955 estimate. This increased local
service accounted for a fifteen percent increase in the
total cost of the System. Construction costs rose twelve
percent between mid-1954 and the last half of 1956. Utility
adjustments, signing, and lighting cost increases accounted
for another three percent increase in the total cost of the
system.
Cost Analysis from 1958 to 1961 . Adding the cost of
the 1000-mile extension and the 1,452-mile savings to the
1958 estimate of the States, there was no change in the
total cost of the System between the cutoff dates of July
1, 1956 and January 1, 1960. Excluding the costs of State
planning and research and Federal administration and re-
search, the 1961 construction cost of the System was ap-
proximately one billion dollars less than the 1958 estimate.
Indiana reported an $82 million decrease in the total cost
of the System.
The temporary stablization of the total cost of the
System was primarily due to the establishment of design
guidelines by the Bureau of Public Roads to hold down costs.
The Bureau of Public Roads established specific guidelines
for interchange spacing. These interchange spacing guide-
lines resulted in the elimination of many proposed inter-
changes in Indiana.
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Specific requirements were also established for the
justification of interchanges, separations, frontage roads
and other structures. In 1960, Indiana had to justify all
interchanges, separations and frontage roads that had not
already been approved for construction. The Indiana State
Highway Department had to eliminate several separations
because they could not be justified under the new guidelines.
The Bureau of Public Roads also established a maximum
number of lanes based on the size of the urban area. If
there was doubt that a certain element would be needed by
1975, the instructions for the preparation of the 1961
estimate required the exclusion of such elements from the
estimate
.
Analysis of Increase from 1961 to 1965 . From the 1961
estimate to the 1965 estimate, the estimated total cost of
the System increased $5,800 million (14.1 percent) for the
Nation and $102 million (10.3 percent) for Indiana. The
increase resulted from increases in cost due to System
additions and adjustments; changes in unit prices between
1959 and 1963; increases in right-of-way values, particularly
in urban areas; a change in the design year; and changes
in construction quantities reflecting more developed design
plans (additional lanes, additional structures and heavier
pavement) to accommodate the increase in traffic forecast
for the System. A monetary breakdown of the cost increases
by major category appears in Table 18 (p. 771) for the
Nation and Table 19 (p. 772 ) for Indiana.
The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1963 changed the design
year of the System from 1975 to twenty years from the date
of construction approval of each project. This change in
law caused a $342 million increase in the total cost of
the System for the Nation. Indiana reported that the change
in design year resulted in an increase of $2,469,000 for
the total cost of its System. The Bureau of Public Roads,
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1965 Interstate System Cost Estimate to Congress. The
change in design year accounted for 5.9 percent of the
cost increase nationwide and 2.4 percent of the cost in-
crease in Indiana.
For the Nation and Indiana, the largest increases
between 1961 and 1965 in cost of the System were attributable
to excavation, embankment, drainage, utility adjustments,
roadside improvements and signs (all recorded in column 13
of the Indiana analysis) . Changes in these items were due
to more refined quantities as the design plans neared com-
pletion.
n Indiana, increases in the cost of right-of-way in
the Indianapolis urban area accounted for the second highest
increase in cost. Increases in right-of-way cost amounted
to 18.6 percent of the total cost increase in Indiana and
to 13.2 percent of the cost increase nationwide.
The cost of System adjustments and additions resulted
in the second highest increase in total cost for the Nation
and in the third highest increase in total cost in Indiana.
The addition of Interstate 275 in Indiana was estimated to
cost $16.9 million.
On a national basis, a change in construction prices
from 1959 to 1963 accounted for 19.1 percent of the total
cost increase. Although construction cost was the third
highest factor in the total cost of the System in the Nation,
it was a minor factor in the increase in cost in Indiana
(0 . 5 percent)
.
Analysis of Increase from 1965 to 1968. On the basis
of the 1968 Interstate Cost Estimate, the total cost of the
System increased 20.7 percent ($9,600 million) for the
Nation and 15.4 percent (S169 million) for Indiana. An
analysis of the cost increases appears in Table 18 (p. 771)
for the Nation and in Table 20 (p. 774) for Indiana.
A change in unit prices from 1963 to 1966 was the most
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for 55.0 percent of the increase in the total cost of the
System in Indiana and for 19.3 percent of the increase
nationally. From 1960 to 1966, the Bureau of Public Roads
price trend revealed a steady increase exceeding 2.5 per-
cent per year.
A change in design standards with respect to safety
was the next most significant factor in increasing the
total cost of the System in Indiana and the Nation. Safety
improvements on completed projects amounted to $685 million
for the Nation and $18.9 million for Indiana. The cost for
safety features on work to be completed amounted to $845
million for the Nation and $21.4 million for Indiana. Con-
sequently, safety improvements accounted for 15.8 percent
of the cost increase nationally and for 23.4 percent of the
cost increase in Indiana.
A retroactive change in the guidelines on rest park
spacing resulted in an increase in the number of rest parks
on the System. Because rest parks are justified on the
basis on safety, a portion of the increase in cost found
for erosion control, rest areas and landscaping was also
attributable to safety.
An increase in right-of-way cost in the Indianapolis
urban area resulted in the third highest increase in the
total cost of the System in Indiana, accounting for 15.2
percent of the total cost increase. An increase in right-
of-way cost ranked sixth in significance for the Nation.
The Bureau of Public Roads reported that the cost of right-
of-way increased five to ten percent per year on uncompleted
segments of the System.
System additions and adjustments resulted in the third
highest increase in total cost of the System for the Nation.
Increase in volume forecasts resulted in the need for
heavier pavement structures. This factor accounted for the
fourth highest increase in total cost for the System nationally,
776
A change in Federal policy in 1968 allowed Interstate
fund participation in the cost of an additional stage of
pavement on projects authorized prior to October 24, 1963,
which were determined to be structurally inadequate for
the appropriate design year traffic. This factor accounted
for a $200 million increase in the total System cost for
the Nation.
The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1966 required a minimum
four-lane divided highway design for the System without re-
gard for the travel forecasts of the design year. Congress
passed this provision to eliminate the dangerous transition
from a four-lane facility to a two-lane facility. This
factor resulted in a $335 million increase in the cost of
System nationally. Indiana had no two-lane Interstate
facilities since the change in the design year by the
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1963.
The remaining cost changes were due to an increase in
preliminary engineering costs; additional interchanges and
grade separations; additional lanes; and an increase in the
allowance for State and Federal planning, research, adminis-
tration, and contingencies.
Analysis of Increase from 1968 to 1970. On the basis
of the 1970 Interstate Cost Estimate, the total cost of the
System increased 23.7 percent ($13,370 million) for the
Nation and 12.1 percent ($153 million) for Indiana. A
breakdown of the factors causing the increase appears in
Table 18 (p. 771) for the Nation and in Table 21
(p. 777 ) for Indiana.
The 1500-mile authorization by the Federal Aid Highway
Act of 1968 accounted for the largest portion (25.2 percent)
of the increase in the total cost of the System for the
Nation. The addition of Interstate 164 resulted in an
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The largest increase in the toal cost of the System
in Indiana was attributable to the cost of correcting
safety deficiencies on projects previously considered com-
pleted. The cost of major and minor safety improvement
projects was estimated to be $63,515,000 in Indiana. The
Federal Highway Administration later reduced this figure
to $27,410,000 by requiring only mainline bridges in
widening to shoulder width. With this adjustment, changes
in unit price accounted for the largest increase in cost
in Indiana followed by safety improvements and the addition
of Interstate 164. Safety projects on completed projects
throughout the Nation accounted for a $335 million increase.
Upgraded roadway designs resulted in the second largest
increase in cost for the Nation. An upgraded roadway design
included major design changes and costs resulting from an
increased emphasis on environmental considerations, preser-
vation of parks and historical sites, depressed roadways,
and multiple use of right-of-way. Upgraded roadway designs
accounted for 18.2 percent of the cost increase.
Unit price changes amounted to 17.9 percent of the
national increase, the third largest increase.
The remainder of the 1970 increase was attributable in
varying degrees to the following: additions and adjustments
to 41,000 miles of the System; relocation assistance; increase
due to right-of-way and preliminary engineering costs;
additional interchanges and grade separations; changes in
structural design, excluding roadway design; increased
costs for landscaping, rest parks and erosion control;
additional lanes; and increases in administrative, planning
and research costs, and contingencies.
Analysis of the Increase from 1970 to 1972 . From the
1970 estimate to the 1972 estimate, the estimated
total cost of the System increased $6,430 million (9.2
percent) for the Nation and $74.6 million (5.4 percent) for
Indiana. Excluding $33.5 million of the cost increase in
779
Indiana, which was to be financed with other than Interstate
and State matching funds, the estimated total cost of the
System in Indiana only increased $41,1 million (3.0 percent).
A breakdown of the factors contributing to the cost increase
appears in Table 18 (p. 771 ) for the Nation and Table
22 (p. 780 ) for Indiana.
Unit price changes from 1968 to 1970 accounted for 59.5
percent of the cost increase for the System throughout the
Nation and 24.6 percent of the increase in Indiana. This
factor resulted in the most significant increase in cost
for the Nation and the second most significant increase in
Indiana.
The largest increase in cost in Indiana was attributed
to upgraded structure design followed by unit price changes
and upgraded roadway design. Indiana included $33,214,000
for upgrading of the Indiana Toll Road in the 1972 Inter-
state Cost Estimate. This cost was reflected in the increase
in total cost of the System attributable to upgraded struc-
ture and roadway designs. Improvement of the Indiana Toll
Road, however, involves non- Interstate funds, and exclusion
of this improvement cost from the cost increases makes unit
price changes responsible for the largest cost increase
followed by the cost of upgraded structure design.
Due to higher design standards in the area of safety,
upgraded roadway designs accounted nationally for the
second largest increase in the total cost of the System.
The third largest national increase in cost ($515
million or 8.0 percent) was attributed to environmental
considerations including socioeconomic and environmental
impact, joint development, and multi-use features. Al-
though Indiana did not report a cost increase attributable
to environmental considerations, a special report on
environmental costs in Indiana reported that $44,096,800
or 10.63 percent of the 1972 estimate of the cost of com-
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Environmental considerations in urban areas accounted
for $7,778,850. The following right-of-way expenses were
considered environmental costs: additional takings for
buffer zones or for the acquisition of whole blocks, multi-
ple use, replacement of park land, more costly right-of-way
to avoid parks and residential areas, and rodent control.
Environmental considerations in construction included
chemical treatment of the roadside, landscaping, turf es-
tablishment, drainage, dust control, aesthetics, and
erosion control.
Special features attributable to environmental consi-
derations encompassed rest areas; pedestrian structures;
drainage; noise barriers; multiple use facilities; costly
relocation; costs to reduce adverse environmental impacts;
costs to relocate historical structures; and additional
costs for viaducts, depressed roadbeds, greater structure
lengths, and viaducts rather than embankments to improve
environmental compatibility.
Relocation assistance resulted in a $90 million in-
crease in the total cost of the System throughout the
States. Relocation assistance accounted for 1.4 percent
of the increase between the 1970 and 1972 estimates and 1.3
percent of the increase between the 1968 and 1970 estimates.
The remainder of the cost increase was attributed to
mass transit and fringe parking proposals; increases in
right-of-way and preliminary engineering costs; additional
interchanges and separations; safety improvements; additional
lanes; and increases in the allowance for administration,
planning, research, and contingencies.
Future Increases in the Total Cost of the System . From
July 1, 1954 to January 1, 1971, the total cost of the Inter-
state increased from $27 billion to $76.3 billion for the
Nation and from $867,000,000 to $1,401,018,000 for Indiana.
This is a 182.6 percent increase in the total cost of
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the System for the Nation and a 61.6 percent increase
cost of the System for Indiana. Throughout the Interstate
Program, the percent increase in total cost in Indiana
was always less than the national average for each suc-
cessive estimate.
An estimate of the total Federal cost of the System
based on The 1972 National Highway Needs Report was found
to be $67 billion. This figure was below the Federal share
of the total cost as reported in the 1972 Interstate Cost
Estimate. A revision in the needs report increased the
total Federal cost of the System to $70 billion. This
latter figure would place the total cost of the System
at $77.8 billion. However, all estimates of the total cost
of the System disregarded future trends
.
Because more than eighty percent of the System was
completed in the Nation in 1972, future increases in the
total cost of the System should become successively smaller.
As Indiana has completed eighty-seven percent of the
System and the percent increase in cost in Indiana has al-
ways fallen below the national average, the percent increase
in the total cost of the Indiana System should remain be-
low the national average.
Changes in construction prices accounted for a majority
of the cost increase for the Nation according to the 1972
Interstate Cost Estimate, and they will probably account ^
for a majority of any future increases. Changes in unit
prices will also probably account for a significant por-
tion of any future increases in Indiana. Construction cost
will probably continue to escalate, and the ultimate cost
of the System will continue to increase as the completion
of the System is delayed.
Actual Costs
As of June 30, 1973, Indiana had expended $1,110,921,715
in State and Federal funds on the completion of the Inter-
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state System. This figure included $2,348,566 under the
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1952, $14,025,983 under the
1954 Act, and $1,094,54 7,166 under the 1956 Act. Expen-
ditures on the Interstate System in Marion County amounted
to approximately $287 million in January of 1972 or roughly
twenty-five percent of the total Interstate expenditures.
Expenditures on the Interstate System and all systems
in Indiana appear in Table 23 (p. 784). In fiscal year
1972, expenditures on the Interstate System in Indiana
fell below expenditures on all other systems.
A general summary of the costs by Interstate route
appears in Table 24 (p. 785). The costs are actual
expenditures on the routes in most cases. However, some
cost estimates are included for uncompleted projects on
Interstate 64, and on Interstates 65 and 70 in Indianapolis.
The costs for each route are also broken down by major cat-
egories. This Table also includes information by route
on the date the first road contract was awarded, on the
date the last road contract was completed, and on the date
the last project was opened to traffic.
Based on the 1972 estimate of the total cost of the
System, Indiana had completed 78.1 percent of the System
in terms of Interstate and State matching funds on June
30, 1973. On the basis of the 1974 estimate of the total
cost of the System, Indiana had completed 75.6 percent of
the System costwise on June 30, 1973.
According to the 1974 cost estimate, Indiana will spend
$358 million more in Interstate and State matching funds
to complete the System. This figure includes roughly
$28.6 million for Interstate 164, $19.7 million for Inter-
state 265, $26.0 million for Interstate 275, $178 million
for Interstates 65 and 70 in Indianapolis, and the remainder
for the completion of Interstate 64 and the safety improve-
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more accurate picture of the funds which Indiana needs
from all sources to complete the System.
Indiana spent roughly $70 million on the Interstate
System in fiscal year 1973. According to the biennial
highway program from July 1, 1973, to June 30, 1975, ex-
penditures on the Interstate System will amount to $115
million for fiscal years 1974 and 1975 or roughly one-third
of the $353 million two-year highway program.
Funding
This subchapter dicusses the basic relationship between
revenues, expenditures, and the estimated costs to complete
the System. This subchapter also describes the utilization
of funds in Indiana.
Authorizations and Apportionments
The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 authorized the
expenditure of $24,825 million on the System for fiscal
years 1957 through 1969. Including the $175 million
authorized for fiscal year 1957 by the Federal Aid Highway
Act of 1954, Congress provided $25,000 million for the
Interstate System over a thirteen-year period. This amount
equaled the Federal share of the total cost of the System
as reported in A 10-Year National Highway Program . Because
the States had not obligated $140 million of the funds auth-
orized for the System in fiscal years 1954 through 1956,
$25,140 million in authorizations was available for expen-
diture on the System after June 30, 1956. [Refer to Table
25
, p. 787 ].
In 1956, Congress had anticipated that revenues from
highway user taxes would follow a straight line growth
pattern. On the other hand, expenditures on the Interstate
Program were expected to gradually increase in the early


























in the latter years. Consequently, expenditures would exceed
revenues in the early and middle years of the Program, but
would fall below revenues in the latter years of the Program.
In the long run expenditures and revenues were forecasted to balance
To overcome the expenditure deficits in the early and
middle years of the Program, temporary loans were permitted
from the Treasury. However, the addition of the Byrd
Amendment which required the Program to operate on a pay-
as-you-go basis within each year nullified the loan pro-
vision of the 1956 Act.
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1958. In 1957, several
members of Congress recognized that an annual imbalance
of receipts and expenditures would create a financial pro-
blem. Interstate apportionments for fiscal years 1957
through 1959 could be made as planned. However, the
authorizations for fiscal years 1960 through 1967 would
have to be reduced from $2.2 billion to $1.5 billion an-
nually to maintain revenues and expenditures in balance
on an annual basis. This adjustment would defer the ex-
penditure of $5.6 billion of the authorizations until the
latter part of the Program.
The Interstate financing problem was further compounded
by an increase in the total cost of the System. On the
basis of the adjusted 1958 estimate of the total cost of
the System, additional Federal authorizations of $11,860
million were needed to complete the System. [Refer to
Table 26
^ p. 789]. Since the 1956 Act apportioned funds
for only fiscal years 1957 through 1959, additional
apportionments amounting to $31,985 million were needed
for the fiscal years following 1959 to complete the System.
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1959 . In 1958, the United
States suffered an economic recession. To hasten economic
recovery and to accelerate progress on the System, Congress
increased the annual authorizations for the Interstate
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from $2.2 billion to $2.5 billion for fiscal years 1960
and 1961 in the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1958. This Act
also suspended the pay-as-you-go provision of the 1956 Act
for fiscal years 1959 and 1960.
In recognition of the increased cost of the System
and the economic recession, Congress increased total Inter-
state authorizations by $800 million. Unfortunately, the
1958 Act contained no provision to increase revenue. The
end result of the 1958 Act was to advance the time when
expenditures would exceed revenues. Based on revenue fore-
casts, no Interstate apportionment could be made for fiscal
year 1961, and only $500 million could be apportioned for
fiscal year 1962. The expenditure deficit could be over-
come by a 1.5 cent increase in fuel taxes according to
Congressional reports.
In 1959, Congress increased fuel taxes from three cents
to four cents per gallon between October 1, 1959 and July
1, 1961. After June 30, 1961, the increase in fuel tax
was to be replaced until June 30, 1964 by a transfer to the
Trust Fund of the remaining half of the existing ten per-
cent excise tax on new vehicles and the remaining five-eighths
of the existing eight percent excise tax on motor vehicle
parts and accessories.
In the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1959, Congress also
reduced the authorization for fiscal year 1961 from $2.5
billion to $2.0 billion to prevent a deficit in the Trust
Fund. However, when the apportionment for fiscal year
1961 was announced on October 8, 1959, the amount was re-
duced to $1.8 billion because of the pay-as-you-go provi-
sion. This proved to be the only time in the Interstate
Program that apportionments did not equal authorizations
by Congress because of a lack of revenue in the Highway
Trust Fund.
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Since 1959, the Bureau of Public Roads has established
a quarterly rate at which each State can obligate funds except
as outlined on page 794. This measure was implemented to assure
a balance of expenditures and receipts in the Trust Fund.
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1961 . The Act of 1959
averted the future imbalance of revenues and expenditures;
however, authorizations remained far below that needed to
complete the System. Through the imposition of strict
guidelines on Interstate fund participation, the Bureau of
Public Roads held the total cost of the System constant
between the 1958 and 1961 Interstate Cost Estimates.
According to the 1961 Interstate Cost Estimate, additional
Federal authorizations of $11,560 million were needed to
complete the System, For the fiscal years following 1962,
$25,285 million would have to be apportioned to complete
the System.
The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1961 provided $11,560
million in additional authorizations, matching the needs
as reported in the 1961 Interstate Cost Estimate. Although
the completion date for the System was not extended from
June 30, 1969, to June 30, 1971 until the Federal Aid
Highway of 1964, the 1961 Act provided authorizations for
fiscal years 1970 and 1971.
To match the increase in the level of expenditures,
the 1961 Act also increased revenues for the Trust Fund.
The four cent fuel tax was extended until October 1, 1972.
For the same period, the tax was increased on tires from
eight to ten cents per pound, on inner tubes from nine to
ten cents per pound, and on retread rubber from three to
five cents per pound. All of the ten percent excise tax
on new trucks and buses was earmarked for the Trust Fund.
The tax on heavy vehicles was increased from $1.50 to $3.00
for every 1,000 pounds over 26,000 pounds. As a compensation
to the user for these extra taxes, the excise taxes on
automobiles, parts, and accessories was to terminate July
1, 1964 instead of June 30, 1971.
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This Act provided the authorizations and revenues
needed to complete the System according to the 1961 Inter-
state Cost Estimate.
Federal Aid Hirhwav Act of 1965. In January of 1965^ 1 '
a new estimate of the total cost of the System revealed
an increase in the Federal portion of the cost from $37,000
million to $42,000 million. Under existing legislation,
the total Interstate authorizations amounted to only $37,000
million. Due to the increase in the cost of the System,
apportionments amounting to $19,785 million would be needed
for the fiscal years, following 1966.
In passing the Act of 1965, Congress only increased
the authorization for fiscal year 1967 from $2.9 billion
to $3.0 billion. About $4.9 billion in authorizations,
however, was still needed to complete the System. The
Act also apportioned $3.0 billion for fiscal year 1967.
However, apportionments amounting to $16,785 million were
still needed for the remaining four fiscal years of the
Program.
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1966 . The 1966 Act again
brought expenditures in line with the total cost of the
System. In fact, $300 million in authorizations was pro-
vided in excess of the $42,000 million needed to complete
the System. This Act extended the completion date from
the System from June 30, 1971 to June 30, 1972, and
apportioned $7,200 million in Interstate funds for fiscal
years 1968 and 1969.
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1968 . According to the 1968
Interstate Cost Estimate, additional authorizations amounting
to $8,340 million were needed to offset the increased cost
of the System. The 1968 Act authorized an increase in funds
that matched the estimated total cost of the System.
In providing the additional funding, the completion
date for the System was changed from June 30, 1972 to June
30, 1974.
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Federal Aid Highway Act of 1970 . In January of 1972,
Congress was informed that the total cost of the System
had increased by $11,860 million. The 1970 Act provided
$9,863 million in additional authorizations bringing the
total Interstate authorizations to $60,503 million. However,
$1,997 million in authorizations was still needed to com-
plete the System. The 1970 Act also extended the comple-
tion date for the System from June 30, 1974 to June 30,
1976 and the life of the Trust Fund from Ocotber 1, 1972
to October 1, 1977.
Future Legislation . The total Federal cost of the
Interstate System increased to $68,260 million according
to the 1972 Interstate Cost Estimate. This meant that an
additional $7,757 million in authorizations was needed to
complete the System. Apportionments amounting to $19,757
million were also needed for the fiscal years following
1973.
As proposed by Senate Bill 502, the Federal Aid Highway
Act of 1973 would provide $8,000 million in additional
authorizations for the System. Since the total authoriza-
tions under this proposed legislation would amount to
$68,503 million, the legislation would provide $243 million
over the 1972 estimate of the total Federal Cost of the
System. Senate Bill 502 would reduce the authorizations
for fiscal years 1974 through 1976 from $4.0 billion to
$3.5 billion and would provide an additional $3.5 billion
for fiscal year 1977, an additional $3.5 billion for fiscal
year 1978, and an additional $2.5 billion for fiscal year
1979. In effect, the proposed Act would extend the com-
pletion date of the System from June 30, 1976, to June 30,
1979. Adequate revenue to match the proposed level of
expenditure does not appear to be a problem if the life of
the Trust Fund is also extended.
As a note of interest, the Interim Federal Aid Highway Act of
1973 (which passed on June 28, 1973) expanded total Inter-
state authorizations to $66,853 million. These authorizations
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fell $1,407 million short of the funds needed to complete
the System according to the 1972 Interstate Cost Estimate.
Utilization of Funds
Table 27 (p. 795) documents the basic relationship
between apportionments by Congress, obligations by the
States, expenditures by the Nation, and revenues in the
Federal Highway Trust Fund. The cumulative apportionments
for the Interstate System by Congress appear in Table 29 ,
p. 799. Since the estimated total cost of the System in
1972 was $68,260 million, apportionments amounting to
$19,757 million are needed to complete the System for
the fiscal years following 1973. The Interim Federal Aid Highway
Act of 1973 provided only $1,000 million in additional
apportionments for fiscal year 1974. Consequently, $18,757
million are still needed for the fiscal years after 1974.
A graphical illustration of Federal aid financing
appears in Figure 125 , p. 797 . Since 1959, the Bureau of
Public Roads has limited the amount of apportionments that
a State may obligate. Tliis policy was exercised to keep
expenditures below receipts in the Trust Fund.
Since October 31, 1966, the U.S. Bureau of Budget
(U.S. Office of Management and Budget) has withheld a
segment of the Federal highway apportionments in an at-
tempt to regulate the economy through Federal expenditures.
On that date, all unobligated highway program funds were
frozen. Overall highway program funds amounting to $107
million for Indiana were frozen. Roughly twenty percent
of the appropriations have been withheld from obligations
each fiscal year. However, the withheld funds have always
been released for obligation before they lapsed except
in 1970.
The fiscal year 1970 funds that lapsed were reappor-
tioned for fiscal year 1973. [Funds are apportioned two


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































195^ 1952 10-30-52 50-50 25 25
1955 1952 12-23-52 50-50 25 50








1957 1956 6-29-56 90-10 1,000 1,315
1958 1956 8-01-56 90-10 1,700 3,015
1959 1956 8-01-57 90-10 2,000 5,015
1959 1958 4-16-58 90-10 200 5,215
i960 1958 7-21-58 90-10 2,500 7,715
1961 1961 10-08-59 90-10 1,800 9,515
1962 1961 Mtti 90-10 2,200 11,715
1963 1961 8- 17-61 90-10 2,400 14,115
1964 1961 11-28-62 . 90-10 2,600 16,715
1965 1961 7-08-63 90-10 2,700 19,415
1966 196I 8-18-64 90-10 2,800 22,215
1967 1965 8-30-65 90-10 3,000 25,215
1968 1966 10-07-66 90-10 3,400 28,615
1969 1966 11-29-67 90-10 3,800 32,415
1970 1968 10-31-68 90-10 4,000 36,415
1971 1968 12-15-69 90-10 4,000 40,415
1972 1970 12-31-70 90-10 4,044 44,459
1973 1970
12-31-70
11-61-71 90-10 4,044 48,503
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If funds are not obligated by project agreement by the end of
the second fiscal year following the year for which they were
authorized, they lapse and are reapportioned.] Consequently,
highway funds have not been withheld on a permanent basis.
Because funds have been withheld on an overall program
basis rather than on a system basis, the Indiana State
Highway Commission has been able to obligate all but a
fraction of its full Interstate apportionment. Any State
could obligate funds in any amount below its apportionments
for each program provided that the total obligations for
all highway system programs did not exceed the overall high-
way program obligation limitation. Because funds were not
withheld on a system basis, the effect of withholding on
the Indiana Interstate program, is unknown.
Because expenditures on the Interstate System in
Indiana had reached a peak just prior to the iniation of
withholding and because the amount of funds withheld was
based on a percentage of the previous fiscal year's ex-
penditures, Indiana did not feel the funding squeeze for
several years. Hov;ever, when fiscal year Interstate ap-
portionments to Indiana were reduced from $55 million to
$39 million, Indiana experienced the funding squeeze. The
withholding of funds then aggravated the situation.
The cumulative Interstate apportionments for Indiana
appear in Table 29
, p. 799 . Based on the 1972 estimate
of the total Federal cost of the System in Indiana, Indiana
needs additional apportionments amounting to $215.6 million
for the fiscal years following 1973 to complete the System.
Indiana must provide $19.4 million in State matching funds.
On the basis of the 1974 estimate of the total Federal
cost of the System, Indiana needs additional Federal appor-
tionments amounting to $259.5 million for the fiscal years
following 1973. Since the Interim 1973 Highway Act apportioned
$11,636,625 to Indiana for fiscal year 1974, the State
still needs $247.8 million in Interstate apportionments to
complete the System.
799
TABLE 29. INTERSTATE FUNDS APPORTIONED TO
THE STATE OF INDIANA BY LAW
Fiscal Federal Date Matching Annount °'^ Cumulative °'^
Year Act Apportioned Basis Apportioned Apportionment
1954 1952 10-30-52 50-50 $595,500.00 $595,500.00
1955 1952 12-23-52 50-50 596,664,00 1,192,164.00
ry5o 195^ 6-21-54 60-40 4,219,185.00 5,411, )49.00
1957 1954 8-09-55 60-40 4,222,738.00 9,634,107.00
1956 6.29-56 90-10 24,326,684.00 33,960,791.00
1958 1956 8-01-56 90-10 41,355.363.00 75,316,154.00
1959 1956 8-01-57 90-10 48,331,490.00 123,6*7,644.00
1958 4-16-58 90.10 4,857,436.00 128,505,080.00
i960 1958 7-21-58 90-10 71,739,500.00 200,244,580.00
1961 1961 10-08-59 90-10 51,392,880.00 251,637,460.00
1962 1961
7-22-60
12-30-60 90-10 62,456,625.00 314,094,085.00
1963 1961 8-1 7-61 90-10 59,273,700.00 373,367,785.00
1964 1961 11-28-62 90-10 64,213,175.00 437,580,960.00
1965 1961 7-06-63 90-10 66,345,277.00 503,926,237.00
1966 1961 8-18-64 90-10 69,152,650.00 573,078,887.00
1967 1965 8-30-65 90-10 64,950,900.00 638,029,787.00
1968 1966 10-07-66 90.10 73,909,948.00 711,939,735.00
1969 1966 11-29-67 90-10 82,479,950.00 794,419,685.00
1970 1968 10-31-68 90-10 76,711,800.00 871,131,485.00
1970 1968 ]apsad 1970 W»ish. D.C. Fvinds 952,368000 870,179,177.00
1971 1968 12.15-69 90-10 76,322,400.00 946,501,517.00














*Feder*l adainlstratiTe m*rkdown already axcludad.
Highway Plannir^ and Research Funds included.
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Table 30 (p. 80l) documents the status of Federal
Aid Highway Program financing in Indiana. The actual
apportionments by law exclude the Federal markdown for
administration of the highway program. A graphical illus-
tration of the Federal funds apportioned, released, obli-
gated and collected in Indiana appears in Figure 126 (p. 802)
on an annual basis and in Figure 127 (p. 803) on an annual
cumulative basis.
The utilization of Interstate funds by Indiana is re-
corded in Table 31 (p. 804). Prior to 1957, the Indiana
State fligliway Department lacked sufficient funds to match
tlie Federal Interstate funds available. After the fuel
tax in Indiana was increased from four to six cents per
gallon in the spring of 1957, the State had sufficient
matching funds. However, the level of operations was not
initially adequate to eliminate the backlog of unobligated
funds. As the Interstate Program began to gain momentum
in Indiana, tlie State obligated a greater amount of the
Federal funds released for obligation. In June of 1961,
Indiana started to eliminate the backlog of unobligated
funds. Since January of 1971, Indiana has ranked third
among the States in terms of funds obligated.
Based on the 1972 Interstate Cost Estimate (which
included $33,475,000 in non - Interstate funds), Indiana
needs to obligate approximately $310 million in State
and Federal funds to complete the System. [Refer to
Table 32
, p. 805 ]. On the basis of the 1974 Interstate
Cost Estimate (which includes $65,604,000 is non- Interstate
funds) Indiana needs to obligate $382 million in State and
Federal Funds to complete the System as of February 28,
1973. [Refer to Table 33, p. 805].
Considering the total cost of the System on tlie basis
of the 1972 Interstate Cost Estimate, the System was 78.7
percent complete in terms of cost on February 28, 1973.
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and State matching funds, Indiana needed ^^276 million to
complete the System. Consequently, the System was 80.6
percent complete in -terms of Interstate and State matching
funds obligated on February 28, 1973.
On the basis of the 1974 estimate of the total cost of
the System, the System was 78.4 percent complete in terms
of cost on February 28, 1973. Excluding the cost to be
financed with other than Interstate and State matching
funds, Indiana needs to obligate only $317 million to com-
plete the System. This implies that the System was 78.4
percent complete in terms of Interstate and State matching
funds obligated on February 28, 1973.
Referring to Table 14 (p. 759), Indiana needed
$221,090,000 in Federal apportionments in the fiscal years
following 1973 to complete the System. If Indiana is
apportioned $39 million for fiscal years 1974 and 1975
and $35 million for the fiscal years thereafter, Indiana
will not be able to complete the System until June 30, 1979
Because the apportionment of funds is based on the
cost to complete the System in each State and because
Indiana has completed roughly seventy-five percent of the
System in terms of cost, Indiana will continue to receive
a decreasing amount of Interstate funds.
Indiana has to complete the most expensive and compli-
cated portions of the System under the current and antici-
pated condition of low funding. Except for Interstate 64,
these segments of the System are in urban areas. The
financial squeeze is made burdensome by the fact that the
allocation of funds to any one of the remaining portions
requires a majority of the funds available in any one year.
Because funds are released for obligation on a quarterly
basis, there are insufficient funds to let a contract for
an entire portion of an uncompleted route.
To cope with these current financial limitations, the
Indiana State Highway Commission has reduced the size of
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contracts on the uncompleted portions of the System. In
effect, the construction time for the remainder of each
route has been stretched. However, the State is able
to utilize the limited amount of funds in this manner
and is able to show progress on all of the remaining por-
tions of the System yet to be completed.
Interstate Work Load
Each Division of the Indiana State Highway Commission
experienced a peak Interstate work load in accordance with
the general development process. Because of the size of
the Interstate Program and a lack of personnel, the State
utilized consultants throughout the Program.
Prior to 1971, the personnel of the Planning Division
devoted seventy-five to eighty percent of their time on
the Interstate Program. In the case of road locations and
surveys, sometimes all the work was on Interstate projects.
Consultants selected and evaluated alternatives on a ma-
jority of the Interstate Routes. In many cases, the Planning
Division developed and compared subalternatives on the
basis of the general alternatives of the consultants.
Although the Interstate location function peaked in
the early part of the Interstate Program, the coordination
of the Interstate Program with local governments continued
throughout the Program. This Division was responsible for
access control resolutions, public hearings and initial
participation in local highway coordinating committees.
The division was also responsible for preparation of the
series of Interstate Cost Estimates. Approximately every
two years, tlie work load of one section of the division
temporarily shifted almost entirely to the preparation of
a cost estimate. As of 1973, only Interstate 164 remains
to be located.
Gauging the design work load in 1957, the Indiana
State Highway Department recognized the need for consultants
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to increase the momentum of the Program. Since 1958,
consultants have performed most of the design work for
the Interstate Program. Nevertheless, the members of the
Design Division spent seventy percent of their time on
the Interstate Program from 1962 to 1970.
The Division spent much of its time reviewing the
work of consultants and coordinating the design with local
governments and the Federal Highway Administration. The
Interstate work load for the D ivision was at its peak from
1965 through 1967. In 1972, the Interstate Program ac-
counted for less than thirty percent of the work load.
The Interstate System as of 1973 has been completely de-
signed with the exception of Interstate 164.
During the peak years of land acquisition for the
System, the Division of Land Acquisition had as many as
eighty-two staff appraisers and 126 fee appraisers. In
1972, the number of appraisers dropped to thirty on the
staff and twenty-five to thirty consultants. Roughly
sixty percent of the appraisals for land acquired for the
System were performed by fee appraisers. However, all
appraisals were reviewed in house except some appraisals
of a nominal amount.
Since 1962, the Indiana State Highway Commission has
provided relocation advisory services to families and
businesses displaced by highway construction. Since April
of 1967, Indiana has provided relocation payments. In
Indianapolis, the Indianapolis Redevelopment Department and
its subcontractors (Planner House and Community Action
Program Agency of Indianapolis) provided relocation advi-
sory services for 1260 families. However, these agencies
performed a referral function for the Indiana State Highway
Commission. The State processed all relocation payments




The peak years of land acquisition and relocation for
the Interstate System spanned the period from 1962 through
the first half of 1970. By July of 1972, all land had been
acquired for the Interstate System except that for Interstate
164.
The work load of the Construction Division began its
increase in 1958. However, there was no corresponding in-
crease in personnel. The number of employees remained con-
stant at the central office and only increased slightly at
the district offices. Approximately sixty percent of the
Division time in many of the years was spent on the Inter-
state Program. Construction on the System peaked in 1969
and fell below that of other systems in fiscal year 1972.
Table 34 (p. 810) records the construction work load over
time.
Because the Interstate System is very young compared
to other systems, the Interstate maintenance work load has
only recently begun to increase. The Interstate System
however, will perhaps be the most expensive system to main-
tain because of the width of right-of-way, extensive land-
scaping and rest areas, numerous signs and markings,
numerous structures, high types of pavements and shoulders,
and heavy traffic loads.
The total number of employees of the Highway Commission
increased during the early 60's (see Table 35 ^ p. 811 )j
remained farily constant from 1965 through 1968 and decreased
in 1969 and 1970 to a lower level. This increased number
of personnel to the level of 1964-1968 resulted from the
demands of the Interstate Program. The reduction of 1969
and 1970, however, occurred during a period of still heavy
Interstate activity in most Highway Divisions.
Although the Indiana State Highway Commission utilized
consultants to perform much of the increased work load due
to the Interstate Program, it also initiated many innova-
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undoubtedly enabled the Commission to carry a heavier work
load without a corresponding increase in personnel or con-
sultants. The Interstate Program brought about increased
utilization of aerial photography and photogrammetry
,
computer utilization, scheduling processes, and other man-
agement innovations.
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This final chapter discusses the general expected
benefits of the Interstate Highway System for the nation and
the State of Indiana. The effect of the Interstate Program
on other Indiana highway programs is also reviewed and a
summary of the conditions that affected the implementation
of the Interstate Program in the state is presented.
Benefits
The Interstate Program unquestionably will have a pro-
found effect on the citizens and economy of the Nation. Many
planners anticipate significant and wide-ranging benefits for
both the highway user and the community. Others note that
short and long range detrimental impacts on social and
environmental values and on other transportation modes may
be expected.
Because of tlie tight traffic corridor around the Great
Lakes, Indiana is unique in that it has more Interstate
mileage than any other State based on land area, population,
or vehicle registration. Indianapolis is unique in that it
has seven Interstate legs converging on the city (one more
leg than any other city, except Chicago). This may mean that
Indiana could receive proportionally greater impacts from
the Interstate System than most other States.
Already demonstrated benefits of the Interstate System
are those of increased accessibility and safety. Proponents
expect future impacts to include a stronger economy for
Indiana and increased welfare for its citizens.
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User Benefits
One of the most significant user benefits is an approx-
imate ten percent reduction in highway travel time between
cities. As the length of trip increases, the reduction in
travel time becomes even greater. Cost of travel is also
reduced. Despite the fact that speeds above fifty miles per
hour result in increased fuel consumption, overall fuel con-
sumption is reduced by using Interstate routes. Fewer stops,
more gentle slopes and broader curves cause lower overall
fuel consumption.
In 1971, the partially completed Interstate System in
Indiana exhibited a thirty-three percent lesser rate in
accidents per vehicle-mile and a thirty percent decreased
rate in fatalities per vehicle-mile than the Primary Highway
System. This accident reduction is a direct result of full
access control, paved shoulders, unobstructed medians and
shoulders, buried-end guardrails to protect vehicles from
obstructions within a thirty-foot recovery area, shoulder
width structures, gentle slopes, superior signing, the
utilization of structures with impact attenuation devices,
and rest parks.
The Interstate also provides increased comfort and
convenience to the driver. Fully controlled access and less
congestion on the System make travel more pleasant for the
driver and passengers.
Due to the many Interstate bypasses which divert through
traffic from many existing urban routes, traffic volumes on
these formerly heavily traveled routes have often been
reduced fifty percent or more. Consequently, local traffic
also receives benefits from decreased congestion in lower
travel times, lower vehicle operating costs, increased
safety and increased comfort and convenience.
Due to decreased travel times and vehicle operating
costs, the cost of shipping goods is significantly cheaper
using the Interstate System than other highways. As a
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consequence, truck terminals have begun to relocate near the
Interstate System to realize the benefits of lower shipping
costs. On the other hand, the strengthened position of the
trucking industry in competition with other modes of transport
has led to further financial difficulties in rail transpor-
tation and aggravated the problem of maintenance of these
necessary facilities.
Community Benefits
By highway induced reorganization of land use and high-
way oriented reorganization of the processes of production,
distribution and consumption, the Interstate highways serve
as a means by which the forces of population growth, increased
productivity and higher living standards function to trans-
form the economic and social patterns of American life.
Due to increased accessibility, the Interstate has al-
tered the economic potential of land, influencing land use
and development of the community. Changes in land value re-
flect the economic potential of land. Increases in land value
along the Interstate routes, which almost always have occurred,
generally decrease with increasing distance from the facility.
Due to the fact that the Interstate System is a fully con-
trolled access facility, accessibility also varies along the
facility. Consequently, increases in land value are concen-
trated at the interchange areas which have the highest degree
of accessibility. The interchange areas have become nodes
of high land value, and land value decreases with increasing
distance from the interchange.
Because the Interstate System provides greater accessi-
bility than other highway developments, the System's location
will also probably be a greater determinant of community
development than other highway developments. The System opens
land for possible major development and serves as a develop-
ment catalyst. Where Interstate routes have been located
through existing development, the use of land along the
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facility is often greatly altered. Single family residential
and agriculture uses near interchanges have often been re-
placed by more intense use development, such as apartments
or commercial facilities.
It is also clear that the Interstate System influences
grov.'th of small communities within its corridor. Small
communities distance from the System generally continue to
stagnate or decline in population, depending on the trend of
the community before the Interstate. On the other hand,
communities along the System and within commuting distance
of metropolitan areas have experienced a surge in population.
In Indianapolis, the Interstate freeway system is ex-
pected to aid in the revitalization of the central business
district. The urban freeways will make the downtown area
more accessible to the suburbs. The freeways will also re-
move through traffic or crosstown traffic from surface
streets in the CBD. The result anticipated is reduced peak
hour congestion in the central area and better circulation
for local traffic. The reduction of traffic volumes on
arterials in the CRD is also expected to permit a more
unified and integrated core.
The Interstate freeways have severed some neighborhoods
in the Indianapolis area and some expect this impact to be
serious. Others note that the Interstate has diverted cross-
town traffic from arterials that already had split many of
these neighborhoods. They claim the result may be overall
reductions in noise and pollution levels throughout the
community as the elimination of frequent vehicle stops re-
duces both.
Another probable influence of the System will be re-
flected in the relocation of industrial, retail and service
establishments to make possible the realization of increased
economies of scale. Such activities can now be larger and
more widely spaced because they can serve conveniently and
economically greater market areas. Intraurban goods
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distributors may also realize significant cost savings where
they are able to utilize the System.
It is also clear that through a reduction in commuting
time, the Interstate System has broadened the labor and job
market. The employer has a larger and more diversified labor
pool. The employee who has access to a motor vehicle has a
greater choice of jobs and can locate employment with greater
ease. However, the low income individual, such as some
minority groups in the central city of Indianapolis because
of economic reasons may not have a vehicle and may find
industry even less accessible than before.
Interstate highways also increase accessibility for many
persons to shopping centers, medical facilities, educational
activities, recreational developments, and other public
facilities. Many rural residents can now more easily reap
the cultural and educational rewards of the urban area yet
still enjoy life in the rural environment.
The Interstate System has adversely affected some busi-
nesses. The diversion of traffic from existing routes re-
sulted in a loss of customers for some highway-oriented busi-
nesses that were bypassed. Some have relocated along the
Interstate Route; others lacked the capital to relocate or
were unwilling to start again in a new location. Their
survival depends on the ability of the owner to reorient his
activity from a dependence on tlirough traffic to service to
the local area. Some will undoubtedly cease to operate.
The System has also adversely affected low income minority
groups and small businesses in the central city of Indianapolis
through displacement. Because of limited financial resources,
these individuals were least able to bear the social costs of
the new freeway facilities despite relocation payments. Al-
though advance land acquisition began on the Indianapolis
Interstates on a willing-seller basis in 1963, Indiana
lacked the necessary legislation to make relocation and
supplement housing payments until April of 1967. From 1962
819
to April 1967, Indiana provided only relocation advisory
assistance.
From April of 1967 to June of 1972 (after most of the
Interstate acquisition had been completed in Indianapolis) ,
the Indiana State Highway Commission made relocation assist-
ance payments to businesses and residents amounting to
$3,120,846. Between April 1, 1967 and September 30, 1968,
moving payments averaged $117 per dwelling unit. From
October 1, 1968 to June 30, 1973, moving payments averaged
$222 per dwelling unit. Roughly one-quarter of these same
families also received replacement housing payments averaging
$1,827 per dwelling unit. Roughly one-half of these families
received rental supplements averaging $826 per dwelling unit.
These averages are very rough because eligibility requirements
and relocation payment provisions changed during the periods
noted.
Table 23 (p. 784) gives an idea of the fiscal year ex-
pense for relocation assistance including payments and ad-
ministration. A summary of the relocation statistics for
fiscal years 1969 through 1972 appears in Table 36, p. 820.
Payments amounting to $67,501 were made in fiscal year 1973.
On the basis of the quarterly reports of the Relocation
Section of the Division of Land Acquisition of the Indiana
State Highway Commission from October 1, 1965 to June 30,
1973, an analysis of relocation assistance and payments by
various categories appears in Tables 37, 38 and 39, pages
821 and 822.
Over ninety percent of the displacement by the Interstate
System occurred in Marion County. From 1963 through 1972, an
estimated 7,800 families were displaced by the System. Based
on relocation statistics since April 1, 1967, roughly forty
percent of the families received relocation payments. Al-
though advisory assistance was offered to all who were dis-
placed, only an estimated 5000 families took advantage of
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Department of Indianapolis and its subcontractors (Planner
House and the Community Action Program Agency of Indianapolis)
provided advisory assistance to approximately 1260 of the
5000 families; the Indiana State Highway Commission provided
assistance to the remainder and processed all relocation pay-
ments. Although some middle and upper income families re-
fused relocation assistance, there were undoubtedly a number
of low income families who failed to take advantage of the
relocation services provided by the State. Some families
left the area of the proposed facility without a trace when
they learned the rental housing in which they lived was to be
acquired. There were also cases in which families left the
area without collecting their relocation payments.
Generally the income level of those displaced declined
as the radial routes approached the urban core of Indianapolis,
Figure 128 (p. 824) records the social and housing character-
istics of those displaced in the construction of the Inner
Belt. Although clearance of right-of-way of the Inner Belt
removed blighted housing that was often too deteriorated to
be rehabilitated, the supply of low income housing was
materially reduced, thus aggravating the low income housing
problem. The Indianapolis Housing Authority provided
dwellings for four hundred families displaced by the Inner
Belt construction. These families at one time occupied forty
percent of the public housing units in Indianapolis.
The Indiana State Highv;ay Commission utilized an advanced
land acquisition program for the Interstate System within
Indianapolis to minimize relocation problems. Advanced land
acquisition allowed those displaced a greater amount of time
to search for replacement housing.
Because replacement housing payments and rental supple-
ments could only be made to those who relocated to standard
housing, those who previously lived in substandard housing
improved their quality of housing. However, rental supple-












































FIGURE 128 SOCIAL AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS INNER
LOOP FREEWAY PLAN
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percent of the relocatee's income were temporary. Relocatees
who became home owners received long term financial benefits
because housing payments covered the difference between the
value of the existing housing and comparable replacement
housing and provided downpayments for those who wished to
become "home owners. Unfortunately, the more liberal re-
location benefits came after a majority had been displaced.
The section on relocation in Chapter V covers relocation
benefits in greater detail.
In summary, the Interstate System adversely affected
through displacement some people and businesses who were least
able to bear the social cost and resulted in the loss of
customers to highway-oriented businesses which were bypassed.
On the other hand, many benefits from the Interstate System
resulted to others in each affected community. A thorough
evaluation of all impacts at some future date will be
necessary to determine the final overall effect the Inter-
state System will have on the communities of Indiana.
Effect on Other Highway Programs
Since about 1960, the Interstate Program has taken pre-
cedence over other highway programs in Indiana and in the
nation. State funds used to match Federal funds for the
Interstate Program have restricted the availability of State
funds for other State programs. Expenditures and appropria-
tions for non- Interstate highway programs have increased
since the Interstate Program began in 1956, but have not in-
creased in the same proportion as expenditures and funding
for the Interstate Program. It should be noted, however,
that the other highway programs have had priority over the
Interstate Program in the disposition of funds from the
Federal Highway Trust Fund. When there were inadequate
revenues for all highway programs in fiscal year 1961, the
authorization for only the Interstate Program was cut.
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Because highways intersecting the Interstate System re-
quire improvement to handle additional loads created by the
System, other Federal aid improvements have been highly re-
lated to the Interstate Program. However, the policy of the
Indiana State Highway Commission has been to improve the
crossroad at some programmed date and not to improve the
crossroad concurrently with Interstate construction. This
policy has maintained the priorities for improvement es-
tablished by needs studies for other systems.
Because the Interstate Program was for a fixed time
period rather than a continuing program like other highway
programs, it deserved a temporary increased emphasis. In the
early 70 's the emphasis returned to the continuing programs
which had been somewhat neglected. Since the Interstate System
had nearly been completed, the Indiana State Highway Commission
concluded that a shift of emphasis to the other highway pro-
grams was desirable. In fiscal years 1970 through 1972,
Indiana spent nearly $140 million on Primary System con-
struction. These expenditures have been on primary routes
that fill the voids in the Interstate System.
There are few highway projects where traffic volumes and
traffic operations warrant a design comparable to that of the
Interstate. However, the Interstate System has revealed the
benefits of higher type facilities to the public. Without
the experience of the Interstate System, it would be more
difficult to support the needs for higher design and opera-
tional standards. The Interstate Program has been the proving
ground for many innovations in design to improve safety and
operations. These innovations will gradually be translated
to other systems because of public recognition of their
benefits
.
The Second Time Around
The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 and Highway Revenue
Act of 1956 provided the basic schedule of expenditures and
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revenues to complete the System by July 1, 1969. Congress
foresaw that the cost of the System would increase and ex-
pected to make biennial adjustments in the expenditures and
revenues to complete the System by the specified completion
date. However, Congress did not anticipate the magnitude of
the increase in the total cost of the System that occurred.
From July of 1954 to January of 1971, the total cost of the
System increased from $27 billion to $76 billion for the
Nation and from 0.87 billion to Si. 42 billion for Indiana.
The increase in the total cost of the System was due to
changes in law, policy and standards as well as a general in-
crease in construction prices. Congress changed the design
,
year for the System, required a minimum of four lanes,
stressed the importance of safety, required greater consider-
ation of environmental factors, and extended the length of
the System. The Federal Highway Administration approved
heavier pavements and additional lanes to accommodate the
traffic volumes for the new design years. Federal participa-
tion in new design standards, with respect to safety on new
projects and corrective work on completed projects, increased
the total cost of the System.
As these factors increased the ultimate cost of the
System, the completion date for the System was extended to
maintain the balance of revenues and expenditures. With each
delay in completion of the System, the cost of the System
increased further due to increases in construction prices.
Although the completion date for the System is June 30,
1976, according to the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1970, the
completion date more realistically will be June 30, 1979, or
even later, on the basis of projected funding. If projected
funding levels are low, the System may not be completed
until the 19S0's.
Despite the fact that completion of the System has been
delayed, the System is having tremendous impacts on the user
and the community. The changes in the design of the System
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extended its structural and functional life, assured safer
travel, provided increased service to urban areas, and in-
sured greater compatibility with the goals and objectives of
urban areas. If these changes had not been made, the System
might have been completed earlier; however, the System would
be obsolete by 1975 and would require expensive upgrading to
carry future traffic loads and to bring the System into
compliance with new safety standards.
If the Interstate Program history were to be relived,
it is probable that the Indiana State Highway Commission
would not greatly alter its construction priorities. To a
great extent these priorities were predicated on the time
needed to develop highway projects. If the State had concen-
trated its early efforts on the completion of the System in
urban areas, the System would have provided greater benefits
to a segment of the population, but not to the State as a
whole. The complexity and cost of developing urban portions
of the System would have meant that only a much smaller
portion of the System would have been completed by 1972
rather than eighty-seven percent of the System. Federal
regulations of 1972 require a longer time for the development
of Interstate projects; consequently, a change to early urban
priorities would further have delayed completion of a large
share of the System in Indiana.
Planning on the complex segments of the Interstate System
in Indianapolis, nevertheless, began early in the Interstate
Program. The mere complexity of design and coordination in
the Indianapolis area have stretched the development time for
these projects until the latter part of the Interstate Program.
The release of funds for obligation by the Bureau of
Budget and the amounts of allocations by Congress have affected
the implementation of the Interstate Program. As the total
cost of the System increased. Congress authorized increased
expenditures. However, to keep the increased expenditures
on the System in balance with revenues under existing law.
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the expenditures were spread over a greater period of time
,
delaying the completion date.
Indiana geared up its production of plans and acquisition
of right-of-way in anticipation of receiving the necessary
funds to complete the System by the established completion
date. Each time the completion date was deferred, the State
had to redesign some of the projects already completed. In
other words, if plans were based on a certain set of speci-
fications and construction was delayed such that new specifi-
cations were required, the original design plans had to be
revised in accordance with the new specifications.
Since the withholding of funds began in 1966, the re-
sulting uncertainty of funding has made the establishment of
an on-going highway program more difficult. Because the
annual apportionment of Interstate funds is based on costs to
complete the System, Indiana has been receiving less in
apportionments in recent years. ¥\yen the already limited
funds were then partially withheld. Interstate Program
financing became a problem, especially in 1972.
Many highway engineers and planners feel that it would
have been best to provide the necessary funds to complete
the System by the original completion date. However, they
recognize that the highway program must compete with other
equally necessary programs for the limited financial resources
of the Nation. Although the Avithholding of highway funds is
distasteful from the highway program standpoint, the regula-
tion of Federal expenditures is a recognized means to regulate
the economy. The Highway user generally has accepted the
temporary withholding of funds for economic reasons; however,
the possible utilization of these withheld funds for non-
highway purposes as proposed in recent Federal legislation has
met strong opposition.
Indiana is fortunate that it did not experience a
significant financial pinch until after most of the Interstate
System had been completed. However, financial limitations
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will make completion of the remainder of the System a task
requiring several years.
The Interstate System is a most important part of the
highway transportation system in Indiana and transportation
is vital to the economic well-being of Indiana. It is certain
that the Indiana Interstate System will play a commanding
role in the future of Indiana and will have a great impact
on the welfare of its citizens. This history is a documenta-
tion of the development of the System and should serve as
basic information from which a future evaluation of the full
impacts of the System on Indiana can be made. Such an
evaluation is strongly recommended.
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